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House of Representatives 
The House met at 9 a.m. 
The Reverend Ronald J. Nuzzi, Direc-

tor, ACE Leadership Program, Univer-
sity of Notre Dame, offered the fol-
lowing prayer: 

In every age, O Lord, You have been 
our refuge. So we seek Your wisdom 
that justice may flow from our deeds. 
Bless the work of our hands this day. 

By the power of Your outstretched 
arm, open our eyes to see the needs of 
all who suffer, our ears to hear the cry 
of the poor, our hearts to feel the an-
guish of those who do not know free-
dom. 

Hear our prayers, O Lord, as they rise 
up to You from this, the people’s 
House. To these deliberations bring a 
spirit of wisdom and understanding. 

Grant us a vision of the world as 
Your love would have it, a world where 
the weak are protected and children do 
not go hungry; a world where the 
riches of creation are shared by all; a 
world where all cultures and races live 
in harmony and respect; a world where 
peace is built with justice and justice 
is guided by love. 

Make us prudent in our planning, 
courageous in taking risks, patient in 
suffering, unassuming in prosperity. 

As You have been in every age, O 
Lord, be our refuge and our strength 
now and forever. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-

ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 

from Ohio (Mr. RYAN) come forward 
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al-
legiance. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio led the Pledge of 
Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

WARM WELCOME FOR THE 
REVEREND RONALD J. NUZZI 

(Mr. RYAN of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
would just like to take this oppor-
tunity to thank Father Ron Nuzzi for 
his uplifting prayer this morning and 
his great work not only in the Catholic 
Church but in his leadership and devel-
oping catholic school teachers through 
his program at University of Notre 
Dame. He is a lifelong friend of mine 
and my family and has been there for 
me and my family for every special oc-
casion, good and bad, that our family 
shares. So I would like to take this op-
portunity to thank him again for his 
wonderful prayer this morning. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of Tuesday, April 20, 
2004, the House will stand in recess sub-
ject to the call of the Chair to receive 
the former Members of Congress. 

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 8 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 

f 

RECEPTION OF FORMER MEMBERS 
OF CONGRESS 

The Speaker of the House presided. 
The SPEAKER. To all of you I want 

to say good morning. On behalf of the 
House of Representatives, I am happy 
to welcome to the Chamber very good 
friends of this institution, former 
Members of Congress. 

You are not only friends of this insti-
tution; you are also friends of ours, and 

we look forward to this opportunity 
every year when we have this chance to 
visit with you and catch up on each 
other’s lives. 

Every one of you has spent precious 
years of your life, some of the best 
years of your life, working to represent 
the needs and concerns of the Amer-
ican people right here in this Chamber. 

Your commitment to your Nation did 
not end when you left the halls of Con-
gress. Many of you have committed to 
serve the Nation in many other honor-
able ways. 

Senator Sam Nunn is one of those 
people, and he currently is an ideal and 
worthy choice to receive the Distin-
guished Service Award. 

While deprived of the opportunity to 
serve in the House, Senator Nunn 
served the other body with great dis-
tinction. Known as an expert on de-
fense issues, Senator Nunn was re-
spected by both sides of the aisle for 
his sense of fair play, his patriotism, 
and his commitment to the security of 
this Nation. 

Finally, I would like to take this op-
portunity to thank all former Members 
for their continued efforts both home 
and abroad. Your outreach in college 
campuses throughout this country has 
helped to strengthen the work of our 
government and to encourage public 
service. Your support on parliaments 
around the world is invaluable, and I 
want to thank you for those efforts as 
well. 

At this time, I would request that the 
gentleman from Missouri, Mr. Jack 
Buechner, vice president of the Former 
Members Association, take the chair. 

Mr. BUECHNER (presiding). Will the 
Clerk call the roll of the former Mem-
bers of Congress. 

The Clerk called the roll of the 
former Members of the Congress, and 
the following former Members an-
swered to their names: 
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ROLLCALL OF FORMER MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 

ATTENDING 34TH ANNUAL SPRING MEETING, 
APRIL 22, 2004 
Hon. Beryl Anthony (Arkansas) 
Hon. William V. ‘‘Bill’’ Alexander (Ari-

zona) 
Hon. Robert E. Badham (California) 
Hon. James J. Blanchard (Michigan) 
Hon. John Brademas (Indiana) 
Hon. William Broomfield (Michigan) 
Hon. James T. Broyhill (North Carolina) 
Hon. John H. Buchanan, Jr. (Alabama) 
Hon. Jack Buechner (Missouri) 
Hon. Richard R. Chrysler (Michigan) 
Hon. James Coyne (Pennsylvania) 
Hon. Norman D’Amours (New Hamsphire) 
Hon. Joseph J. Dioguardi (New York) 
Hon. Robert B. Duncan (Oregon) 
Hon. Louis Frey, Jr. (Florida) 
Hon. Benjamin A. Gilman (New York) 
Hon. Ralph R. Harding (Idaho) 
Hon. Marjorie Heckler (Massachusetts) 
Hon. Dennis M. Hertel (Michigan) 
Hon. Peter Hoagland (Massachusetts) 
Hon. William J. Hughes (New Jersey) 
Hon. Robert W. Kastenmeier (Wisconsin) 
Hon. David S. King (Utah) 
Hon. Robert ‘‘Bob’’ Krueger (Texas) 
Hon. Lawrence P. ‘‘Larry’’ LaRocco 

(Idaho) 
Hon. Jim R. Lightfoot (Iowa) 
Hon. Marilyn Lloyd (Tennessee) 
Hon. Matthew F. McHugh (New York) 
Hon. Thomas McMillen (Maryland) 
Hon. Lloyd Meeds (Washington) 
Hon. Robert H. Michel (Illinois) 
Hon. Dan Miller (Florida) 
Hon. Richard Dale ‘‘Dick’’ Nichols (Kan-

sas) 
Hon. Sam Nunn (Georgia) 
Hon. Stanford E. Parris (Virginia) 
Hon. Howard W. Pollock (Arkansas) 
Hon. John J. Rhodes, III (Arizona) 
Hon. Ron Sarasin (Colorado) 
Hon. Richard T. Schulze (Pennsylvania) 
Hon. David E. Skaggs (Colorado) 
Hon. Don Sundquist (Tennessee) 
Hon. James W. Symington (Missouri) 
Hon. Charles W. Whalen, Jr. (Ohio) 
Hon. Harris Wofford (Pennsylvania) 

b 0915 

Mr. BUECHNER (presiding). At this 
time Chair will recognize the President 
of the Former Members of Congress, 
the gentleman from Idaho, Larry 
LaRocco. 

Mr. LAROCCO. My thanks to the 
Speaker pro tem and to all of you for 
being with us. We are especially grate-
ful to Speaker HASTERT for taking time 
from his busy schedule to greet us and 
give us his warm welcome. It is very 
gratifying to see such a great turnout 
this morning. 

It is always a privilege to return to 
this wonderful institution which we re-
vere and where we shared so many 
memorable experiences. Service in 
Congress is both a joy and a heavy re-
sponsibility, and, whatever our party 
affiliation, we have great admiration 
for those who continue to serve this 
country in this unique institution. We 
thank them all for once again giving us 
this opportunity to report on the ac-
tivities of the U.S. Association of 
Former Members of Congress. 

This is our 34th Annual Report to 
Congress, and I ask unanimous consent 
that all Members be permitted to re-
vise and extend their remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, so ordered. 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, our As-
sociation is nonpartisan, bipartisan, if 
you will. It has been chartered, but not 
funded by the Congress. We have a wide 
variety of domestic and international 
programs, which several other Mem-
bers and I will discuss briefly. Our 
membership numbers approximately 
560, and our purpose is to continue, in 
some small measure, the service to 
country that we began during our term 
in the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

Our finances are sound. We support 
all our activities via three income 
sources: membership dues, program 
grants and our annual fund-raising din-
ner. In addition, we have had the good 
fortune of a bequest by Frieda G. 
James, whose husband, Benjamin 
Franklin James, served five terms in 
the House representing Pennsylvania 
as a Republican. Her kind gift to the 
Association has been a blessing, espe-
cially given the economic downturn 
over the past few years, which really 
took its toll on the nonprofit sector. 

At our last Board meeting, the Board 
of Directors voted to commence an en-
dowment fund campaign. The goal of 
this fund is to ensure the financial via-
bility of the Former Members Associa-
tion for many years to come. We envi-
sion a time when investment earnings 
of the endowment fund can be used to 
supplement the Association’s budget 
during lean years, sort of a safety net 
to guarantee that tough economic 
times will not shut us down. In addi-
tion, the endowment fund can serve to 
expand the programs and reach of our 
Association and to support new ven-
tures and services created by our staff 
members and Board. We will send you 
information about the endowment fund 
later this year, and I encourage you to 
become involved. 

Mr. Speaker, I would now like to 
turn to the many programs and serv-
ices the Former Members of Congress 
Association offers to its Members, to 
sitting Members of the House and Sen-
ate, and to the public at large. 

Our most significant domestic activ-
ity, mentioned by the Speaker of the 
House this morning, is our Congress to 
Campus Program. This is a bipartisan 
effort to share with college students 
throughout the country our unique in-
sight on the work of the Congress and 
the political process more generally. 

A bipartisan team of Former Mem-
bers spends up to 2.5 days on college 
campuses throughout the United 
States, meeting with students both in 
the classroom and outside, as well as 
with members of the faculty and the 
local community. This is a great expe-
rience for our Members, and it gen-
erates a deeper appreciation for our 
democratic form of government, as 
well as encouraging young people to 
participate actively in public service. 

Since the program’s inception in 1976, 
Former Members of Congress have 
reached more than 150,000 students 
through their visits to campuses in 49 
States and the District of Columbia. In 

the 2003 and 2004 academic year thus 
far, we have visited 26 schools and in 18 
States. The Association partners with 
the Center for Democracy and Citizen-
ship and the Stennis Center for Public 
Service at Mississippi State University 
to administer this program. 

At this point, I would like to yield to 
David Skaggs, the gentleman from Col-
orado, who currently serves at execu-
tive director of the Center For Democ-
racy and Citizenship, to discuss the 
new administration and endeavors of 
the Congress to Campus Program. 

David, just let me say on behalf of 
the Board and all of the members of 
the U.S. Association of Former Mem-
bers of Congress how much we appre-
ciate your dedication and your incred-
ible administrative skills that you 
have lent to this program, to take us 
from doing about 10 programs a year to 
26 so far, and we think we may even hit 
40. But you will report to us right now. 
Thank you so much. 

Mr. SKAGGS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. He has done a good job al-
ready in describing the fundamental 
purposes of the Congress to Campus 
Program, but let me report more fully 
to the Members here and to the Con-
gress about our activities during this 
past academic year. 

As Larry mentioned, we have two 
principal purposes for this program. 
One is to educate college students and 
faculty about how this wonderful insti-
tution operates, maybe with a little bit 
more insight than the textbooks typi-
cally give. Our other principal purpose 
is to really inspire young people to 
consider public service careers. 

Finally, by having a bipartisan pair 
of former colleagues involved in this 
activity, we hope that we can model 
behavior that may have otherwise es-
caped their notice, that Republicans 
and Democrats actually can discuss 
issues civilly and work out their dif-
ferences more often than not. 

This is the second year of a major ef-
fort to expand the program, as the gen-
tleman from Idaho mentioned. I want 
to thank all of the schools, all of my 
colleagues and the membership of the 
Association who have pitched in to 
make this possible, as well as the Asso-
ciation Board of Directors, and, in par-
ticular, our friends at the Stennis Cen-
ter for Public Service down in Mis-
sissippi. We have had a wonderful 
working relationship with them. 

All told, we have been able to expand 
this program now in the last 2 aca-
demic years from about on the average 
of 7 or 8 visits per year to this year’s 
total of 26 domestic college and univer-
sity visits and our first international 
Congress to Campus visit. That rep-
resents more than a 200 percent in-
crease over the average in the past. 

We try to make sure that this is 
being handled as professionally as pos-
sible, and so actually try to evaluate 
the program with some rigor with re-
ports back in from schools, from the 
Members that make these visits, and, 
probably most importantly, from the 
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students that we interact with on these 
college and university campuses. We 
ask them to complete a little survey 
with a control group of students from 
the same schools that did not partici-
pate. 

I am pleased to report that after a 
rigorous statistical analysis, I can tell 
the Members that this actually works, 
that the students that are exposed to 
this program have a significantly high-
er, one, propensity to think about pub-
lic service careers than the students 
not exposed to it, and, even more mi-
raculously, think better of public offi-
cials than do the students who have 
not had the treat of being involved 
with one of our Congress to Campus 
visits. So we should be encouraged that 
this really does matter. 

Just to give the Members here who 
may not have participated a more ful-
some idea of what a pleasure it is and 
how rewarding it is to participate, I 
would like to yield at this time, if I 
may, to my friend and colleague from 
the State of Iowa Mr. Lightfoot to 
share briefly his reflections on his Con-
gress to Campus visit. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Thank you, David. 
I would say to all of our former col-
leagues, how come you are all looking 
so much older? 

Actually, if David gives you a phone 
call, say yes. This was one of the great-
est opportunities I think I have partici-
pated in in a long, long time. It was 
earlier this month, I went to Colby Col-
lege up in Maine. I now live in Florida. 
The second call was to Sandy Maisel, 
who heads the political science depart-
ment at Colby College. I asked him 
about the weather. I said, well, how 
about the ice report? He said they still 
have ice on the lakes, and we actually 
got almost a half of foot of snow the 
day we got there. 

Martin Lancaster from North Caro-
lina was my colleague on this trip. 
Most of you know Martin, a fine guy, a 
great guy to travel with. He now is 
continuing his life in public service 
with some 800,000 students in North 
Carolina in the community college sys-
tem. Professor Maisel had a lot of fun 
with that while we were there, remind-
ing the folks in his neighboring State 
of Vermont that they only had 500,000 
people, and Martin had more people in 
his college system than they had in the 
entire State. 

It was 2 days of fun. We went to a 
number of classes. This school was a 
little bit smaller, so they decided to 
split us up so they could get more out 
of having two former Members of Con-
gress there. But due to the size of the 
school, we discovered a lot of cross-pol-
lination. I would be at a class and say 
something, and somebody would say, 
Mr. Lancaster said that or disagreed 
with that this morning. 

But it was a tremendous opportunity 
to try to sell public service to young 
people. That is really what our whole 
goal was. Whether it is to run for elec-
tive office, or to take their law or 
science degree or whatever and work in 

government, hopefully we have shone a 
little light on the value of public serv-
ice, that it is more than a paycheck, 
there are a lot of great rewards for 
doing it. 

David, I would just like to thank you 
for the opportunity to have partici-
pated. I am on your list to go again 
whenever. I would really seriously from 
the bottom of my heart encourage any 
of you, if David gives you a call, it is 
only a couple days, say yes. What I 
came away with was probably more 
than the students. Most of you know, if 
you work around young people, I am 
not so worried about tomorrow as I was 
before I went up there. There was a 
great bunch of young people. They will 
inspire you as well. 

David, I thank you. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield back. 
Mr. SKAGGS. One of our real troop-

ers this year was the gentleman from 
Washington, Mr. Meeds. I want to call 
on him for some reflections on his ex-
perience, if I may, as well. 

Mr. MEEDS. Thank you, David, and 
especially thank you for the telephone 
call asking me to get involved in this 
program. It has really been a fine expe-
rience, at least for me, and I hope for 
the students that were out there. 

I visited with two other Members 
from the other side, two colleges, one 
in North Carolina and one in New York 
State, and had a wonderful experience 
with the young people. I think the sin-
gle strongest impression I had was that 
it brought to them a new impression of 
the Congress itself, a closer analysis of 
the Congress than they get in the daily 
newspaper or in their texts. 

The bipartisanship which was dis-
played with the group, both groups 
with which I spent time, was out-
standing. The Members on the other 
side and I disagreed on issues, we dis-
agreed and were not disagreeable in 
front of these students, and took on 
some pretty tough ones. It was a good 
experience for us, and, I hope, a good 
experience for the students. 

Mr. SKAGGS. Thank you. 
Mr. Speaker, I submit a full report 

for the RECORD. 
CONGRESS TO CAMPUS PROGRAM—REPORT TO 

THE ANNUAL MEETING OF THE U.S. ASSOCIA-
TION OF FORMER MEMBERS OF CONGRESS, 
APRIL 22, 2004 

INTRODUCTION 
The Congress to Campus Program address-

es a significant shortfall in civic learning 
and engagement among the country’s col-
lege-age young people, combining traditional 
educational content with a strong message 
about public service. The Program sends bi-
partisan pairs of former Members of Con-
gress—one Democrat and one Republican—to 
visit college, university and community col-
lege campuses around the country. Over the 
course of each visit, the Members conduct 
classes, hold community forums, meet infor-
mally with students and faculty, visit high 
schools and civic organizations, and do inter-
views and talk show appearances with local 
press and media. 

In the summer of 2002, the Board of Direc-
tors of the U.S. Association of Former Mem-
bers of Congress (Association) engaged the 
Center for Democracy & Citizenship (CDC) at 

the Council for Excellence in Government to 
help manage the Congress to Campus Pro-
gram (Program) in partnership with the 
Stennis Center for Public Service (Stennis). 
CDC and Stennis, with the blessing of the 
Association, have worked together since to 
increase the number of campuses hosting 
Program visits each year, expand the pool of 
former Members of Congress available for 
campus visits, develop new sources of fund-
ing, raise the profile of the Program and its 
message in the public and academic commu-
nity, and devise methods of measuring the 
impact of the program at host institutions. 

INCREASED QUANTITY AND QUALITY OF 
PROGRAM VISITS 

This is the second year of the program ex-
pansion. In the 2003–2004 academic year, the 
Program sponsored visits to twenty-seven 
schools around the country—almost triple 
the number for the 2001–2002 academic year. 
[See Attachment 1—Roster of ’03–’04 Aca-
demic Year Visits & Participants.] These vis-
its took former Members to universities, 
service academies, colleges and community 
colleges in nineteen different states. While 
the total fell short of the goal of forty for 
the year, it should be noted that twelve addi-
tional scheduled visits had to be cancelled or 
rescheduled due to factors beyond the con-
trol of the program staff. 

The ultimate goal is to have fifty Congress 
to Campus school visits per academic year. 
This is probably about the limit the Program 
can sustain with available Member partici-
pation, staff support and funding. This re-
mains an ambitious goal, but at this early 
date twenty-five schools have already ap-
proached program staff to discuss hosting a 
2004–2005 Congress to Campus visit. Given 
that a Presidential election year is likely to 
generate additional interest, we anticipate a 
significant increase in demand for Program 
visits. 

In addition to an increase in number of vis-
its, we continue to fine-tune the content and 
substance of Program visits based on feed-
back from Members and host professors. The 
Program asks visiting Members and host 
professors to complete an evaluation of each 
visit. 

Those evaluations have prompted us to 
make several adjustments. We have trimmed 
the length of a campus visit to two full 
working days; limiting Members’ time away 
from home and work to two working days 
plus travel time makes recruiting Members 
an easier matter. We also have reduced and 
restructured the use of ‘‘open forum’’ events 
during campus visits to insure greater stu-
dent attendance and participation and elimi-
nated campus tours in favor of activities 
that involve interaction between visiting 
Members and students. Finally, we have 
added to the list of suggested visit activities 
‘‘in service’’ style meetings with high school 
civics and social studies teachers that allow 
Members to provide insights and encourage-
ment to local teachers in their efforts to 
educate students about the U.S. government 
and civic responsibility. 

The Program asks host schools to insure 
contact with at least 250 students over the 
course of a visit, and that number is often 
exceeded. For the past academic year, ap-
proximately 8000 students heard Members’ 
unique story about representative democ-
racy and their special call to public service. 

A draft schedule of events is prepared in 
advance of each campus visit and reviewed 
by staff to assure variety as well as the sub-
stance. There is a conference call before each 
trip with Members and the responsible cam-
pus contact person to review the revised 
schedule and iron out any remaining prob-
lems. Members also receive CRS briefing ma-
terials on current issues and background in-
formation on government service opportuni-
ties prior to each visit. 
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RECRUITING MEMBER VOLUNTEERS FOR CAMPUS 

VISITS 
The success of the Program obviously de-

pends on Members’ participation. With trav-
el back and forth, Members end up devoting 
about three days to each campus visit. That 
is a priceless contribution of an extremely 
valuable resource. 

Members of the Association were sent a 
survey again last summer to solicit informa-
tion regarding their availability for and in-
terest in a Program campus visit. Using re-
sponses to these surveys and direct contact 
with a number of former Members, CDC de-
veloped a pool of just over one hundred avail-
able former Members, and some forty-seven 
participated in visits this year. A ‘‘bench’’ of 
one hundred was deep enough to fill the 
openings during the current academic year, 
but more will be needed to meet the demands 
of the expanding schedule for next and future 
academic years. Association Members are 
encouraged to complete and return the sur-
vey they will receive in June and then to be 
ready to accept assignments to one of the 
fine institutions of higher education the pro-
gram will serve next year. 

FUNDING SOURCES 
In addition to the generous contribution of 

money and staff time made each year by the 
Stennis Center for Public Service and the 
Association, several organizations provided 
funding to help with the expansion of the 
Congress to Campus Program for the aca-
demic years 2002–2003 and 2003–2004, including 
the Pew Charitable Trusts, the Carnegie Cor-
poration of New York, and the National 
Cable & Telecommunications Association 
(NCTA). While Stennis’ commitment to the 
Program is ongoing, funding from the other 
organizations ended in January 2004. In the 
spring semester, the American Association 
of Retired Persons provided a major gift and 
has pledged additional support. CDC and 
Stennis are continuing to work with the As-
sociation leadership and other organizations 
to find new sources of funding for Congress 
to Campus. 

Host schools are expected to cover the cost 
of Members’ on-site accommodations and 
local travel and to make a contribution to 
cover a portion of the cost of administering 
the Program. A suggested amount of con-
tribution is determined according to a slid-
ing-scale based on an institution’s expendi-
tures per pupil [see Attachment 2—Applica-
tion Form]; a waiver is available to schools 
that are not able to pay the scale amount. 
Several schools received a full or partial 
waiver in 2003–2004. Still, school contribu-
tions produced several thousand dollars in 
support of the program. 

The expansion of the Program—clearly jus-
tified by the interest expressed by schools 
seeking to host a first or a repeat visit and 

by the assessment of its positive effects (see 
below)—will require a significant increase in 
funding. 

INTERNATIONAL INITIATIVE 
Congress to Campus made its first inter-

national visit in October 2003 to the United 
Kingdom. An earlier Association study tour 
had laid the groundwork for the visit and es-
tablished a relationship with Philip John Da-
vies, Director, Eccles Centre for American 
Studies at The British Library and Dennis 
Spencer Wolf, Cultural Attache at the U.S. 
Embassy. Dr. Davies was instrumental in ar-
rangements for the visit in London and at De 
Montfort University, Leicester, where he is 
Professor of American Studies. The Embassy 
assisted with travel and logistics. We under-
took this first Program visit abroad as a 
trial run to determine whether other inter-
national visits might be worthwhile and 
practicable. The experience of our Members 
and of their British academic audiences sug-
gests an international dimension for the 
Congress to Campus Program is a good idea. 
Preliminary discussions are now underway 
with potential sponsoring institutions in Eu-
rope, Asia and Latin America. 

PROGRAM OUTREACH AND PUBLICITY 
The increased number of institutions 

hosting and applying to host a Congress to 
Campus visit is the result of an aggressive 
outreach effort. Association leadership and 
numerous former Members, as well as staff 
at CDC and Stennis, have made many per-
sonal contacts on behalf of the Program. In 
addition, we are continuing the sustained 
promotional effort begun last year. 

Articles about the Program have appeared 
in the newsletters of the Political Organiza-
tions & Parties Section of the American Po-
litical Science Association (APSA) and the 
Federal Relations section of the American 
Association of Universities. CDC Executive 
Director and former Member David Skaggs 
made a presentation in behalf of Congress to 
Campus to the APSA at its August 2003 con-
vention in Philadelphia. Informational mate-
rial has been emailed directly to the Chairs 
of all relevant APSA Sections, all members 
of the APSA Legislative Studies Section, as 
well as to many other college and university 
organizational contacts. 

In the past, local and campus press and 
media have often covered Congress to Cam-
pus school visits. In addition to continuing 
that coverage, the Program encourages each 
host institution to make commercial print 
and broadcast media interviews a part of 
each Congress to Campus visit’s schedule. 

MEASURING THE PROGRAM’S IMPACT 
Over the years, anecdotal information has 

tended to validate the basic premise of the 
Congress to Campus Program—that these 
visits by former Members of Congress posi-
tively affect students’ views of public service 

and government officials. In an effort to con-
firm this anecdotal information, the Pro-
gram asks host schools to have students 
complete one-page surveys. The surveys elic-
it students’ views on public service careers 
and feelings about different categories of 
public officials; they are to be completed by 
a group of students who attended sessions 
with the former Members and by a control 
group of similar students who did not have 
contact with the former Members. 

While all schools hosting a visit do not re-
turn the surveys, the data that was gen-
erated for the 2002–2003 academic year shows 
that the underlying goals of the Congress to 
Campus program are sound. Those students 
who have contact with former Members dur-
ing their Congress to Campus visits have a 
measurably more favorable view of public 
servants and of public service as a career op-
tion than similar students who do not have 
the opportunity to interact with the visiting 
former Members. 

Last year we reported preliminary findings 
for 2002–2003. That data has now been ana-
lyzed by the Center for Information and Re-
search on Civic Learning and Engagement 
(CIRCLE) at the University of Maryland. 
Their report [see Attachment 3] confirms our 
preliminary finding and found that the Con-
gress to Campus Program had a statistically 
significant positive impact on student’s atti-
tudes towards public service and public serv-
ants. We are still receiving data from the 
2003–2004 academic year and will provide 
Members with a report as soon as that infor-
mation is analyzed. 

As previously discussed, the Program re-
quests the principal contact at each host 
school to submit an evaluation of the visit. 
We receive valuable feedback on various as-
pects of each visit and try to incorporate les-
sons learned and helpful suggestions in the 
on-going effort to improve the Program. The 
best indication of satisfaction with the Pro-
gram is the fact that every school visited 
this year has said it wants to do a Congress 
to Campus Program visit again. 

CONCLUSION 

The Program has made significant progress 
toward achieving its new goals. The number 
of campus visits has been increased nearly 
200% this year over 2001–2002 levels. However, 
Program funding remains a matter requiring 
attention. Efforts to raise the public profile 
of the Program have met with some success, 
but more needs to be done. Finally, objective 
data supports the basic premise of the Con-
gress to Campus Program: that campus vis-
its by Members are effective in raising inter-
est in public service careers and in improv-
ing attitudes about public officials among 
the students who participate in Program 
events. 
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Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

back to the gentleman from Idaho. 
Mr. LAROCCO. Thank you, David and 

Jim and Lloyd, for your report, and for 
giving us a feel for exactly how those 
visits are put together and how you re-
lated to the students. I encourage ev-
erybody in the membership to contact 
David to see if you could also make a 
Congress to Campus visit. 

One outgrowth of the Congress to 
Campus Program was an interest in 
producing a book that would take an 
inside look at Congress from different 
viewpoints. There are many fine books 
written by individual Members of Con-
gress, as we all know, but, to our 
knowledge, there was no compendium 
that goes beyond the scenes in a very 
personal way. Therefore, one of our 
past presidents, Lou Fry of Florida, to-
gether with the head of the political 
science department at Colgate Univer-
sity, Lou’s alma mater, coedited the 
book Inside the House: Former Mem-
bers Reveal How Congress Really 
Works. 

b 0930 

This book has been very well received 
and currently is in its third printing. 
The book is being used by the political 
science departments of several univer-
sities, and it is a case study of the Con-
gress from many different points of 
view. My opinion may be biased, but I 
think it is an extremely instructive 
look behind the scenes of Congress. It 
can be purchased via the Web site of 
the association as well as through the 
Capitol Historical Society. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to now re-
port on a new and very exciting domes-
tic program the U.S. Association of 
Former Members of Congress is under-
taking. Through a generous grant of 
the AARP, the association is 
partnering with the Library of Con-
gress in support of its Veterans History 
Project. This program honors our Na-
tion’s war veterans and those who 
served in support of them. It creates a 
lasting legacy of recorded interviews 
and other documents chronicling vet-
erans’ and other citizens’ wartime ex-
periences and how those experiences af-
fected their lives and America itself. 
There is a great urgency in collecting 
wartime memories which become more 
precious as the number of veterans 
dwindles by 1,500 every day. 

The Veterans History Project encom-
passes veterans of World War I, World 
War II, the Korean and Vietnam and 
Persian Gulf wars. I would like to take 
this opportunity to call on all sitting 
and former Members of Congress to be-
come involved in this important cre-
ation of a lasting record of America’s 
war veterans. The association is work-
ing on several ideas to ensure that all 
former Members of Congress who are 
veterans will have the opportunity to 
fully participate in this important pro-
gram. 

You can receive more information 
about the Veterans History Project by 
contacting the association’s office and 

association members over the next sev-
eral months. And all of you will be re-
ceiving numerous updates and mate-
rials to assist in creating your own vet-
erans history. So we have got this but-
ton here on the Veterans History 
Project that I will put on now to ex-
press my support for this great pro-
gram. We need the oral histories of all 
of us that have served in the military. 

Mr. Speaker, beyond the programs we 
administer dealing with domestic 
issues, the association is very active in 
overseeing international programs. We 
have become an important liaison in-
volving the leaders of other nations 
and the United States. We have ar-
ranged almost 470 special events at the 
U.S. Capitol for international delega-
tions from over 80 countries and the 
European Parliament. These are pro-
grammed short-term visits for indi-
vidual members of Parliament and 
long-term visits for parliamentary 
staff. And we have hosted 51 foreign 
policy seminars in 11 countries involv-
ing more than 1,500 former and current 
parliamentarians and conducted 21 
study tours abroad for former Members 
of Congress. Since our last report to 
Congress alone, we have hosted 27 
events, meetings, and conferences in-
volving foreign government officials 
and members and staff of the U.S. Con-
gress including two sitting-members 
CODELs to Germany, a former-mem-
bers CODEL to Mexico, a senior staff 
trip to Mexico, and, most recently, a 
senior staff visit to Germany. 

We are very proud of our efforts to 
establish a dialogue between the 
United States and countries around the 
globe. The association supervises the 
work of the Congressional Study Group 
on Germany, the largest and most ac-
tive exchange program involving the 
U.S. Congress and the parliament of 
another country. It is a bipartisan 
group involving more than 170 Rep-
resentatives and Senators. They are af-
forded the opportunity to meet with 
their counterparts in the German Bun-
destag to enhance understanding and 
greater cooperation. Ongoing study 
group activities include conducting a 
distinguished visitors program at the 
U.S. Capitol for government officials 
from Germany; sponsoring annual con-
ferences involving Members of Con-
gress and their German colleagues; and 
conducting an exchange program in-
volving senior congressional staff. 

I understand, Mr. Speaker, that you 
would like to update the Congress on 
the activities of the Congressional 
Study Group on Germany. So with 
that, I would like to turn the floor over 
to our vice president, Jack Buechner. 

Mr. BUECHNER (presiding). I thank 
the President for yielding to the Chair. 

Mr. President, in its many years of 
existence, the Congressional Study 
Group on Germany has established 
itself as one of the premier tools for 
the United States Congress to develop 
an impact upon foreign policy. I be-
lieve, though, its greatest success has 
come from giving Members from both 

the House and the Senate the oppor-
tunity to establish a personal network 
with elected officials from Germany’s 
legislative as well as executive 
branches. Past study group guests on 
Capitol Hill have included sub-
committee chairs, opposition leaders, 
heads of parties, cabinet members, and 
business leaders. For example, Ger-
many’s Foreign Minister Fischer has 
been a guest of the congressional study 
group five times in the past 4 years. 
This type of interaction enables former 
and sitting Members to engage in a for-
eign policy discussion that otherwise 
would not be available to them. 

In addition to bringing high-level 
German government representatives to 
Capitol Hill, the study group organizes 
and hosts an annual conference for sit-
ting Members and Bundestag members. 
This year’s conference will take place 
in the district of the study group’s Re-
publican House chairman GIL GUT-
KNECHT of Minnesota. Also, this year 
for the first time, the study group has 
replicated our members conference on 
the congressional staff level. Just a few 
weeks ago, our international programs 
manager led a delegation of 10 chiefs of 
staff to Berlin and Heidelberg for meet-
ings with the German Bundestag, the 
Chancellor’s office, the foreign min-
istry, U.S. and German military head-
quarters, and corporate representa-
tives. 

Mr. President, the Congressional 
Study Group on Germany is a unique 
program of vital importance to the 
Congress’s international relations ac-
tivities. The program would not be pos-
sible were it not for the bipartisan 
record and credence lent to it by the 
Former Members Association. In addi-
tion, without our group of financial 
supporters, we could not offer this im-
portant dialog to Members of Congress. 

Let me single out Craig Kennedy of 
the German Marshall Fund for its con-
tinuous support. For over 20 years we 
have been able to rely upon the Ger-
man Marshall Fund of the United 
States. Also, the staff of the associa-
tion has assembled an extraordinary 
group of corporate supporters, and I 
wish to take a minute to thank them 
publicly: Peter Lefkin of Allianz/Fire-
man’s Fund; former Member of Con-
gress Tom Coleman, who now works for 
BASF; Rob Liberatore of 
DaimlerChrysler; Wolfgang Pordzik of 
Deutsche Post; Wolfgang Jakubek of 
Deutsche Telekom; Bill Sweeney of 
EDS; Bill Inglee of Lockheed Martin; 
Bob Bergmann of RGIT; Tom Medaglia 
of RWE; Uli Werner of SAP; Gregg 
Ward of Siemens; and David 
Geanacopoulos of Volkswagen. 

In addition, we should thank our 
House leadership, the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT) and the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. LAMPSON), 
as well as our Senate leaders CHUCK 
HAGEL of Nebraska and TIM JOHNSON of 
South Dakota. 

The Congressional Study Group on 
Germany is an excellent example of 
how the Former Members Association 
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does provide a service to current Mem-
bers that is unequaled in Washington 
and is of the utmost importance to the 
foreign relations of this country. I 
thank the former Members, and I 
would remind them that they can be 
very proud of the work they do to 
make this group possible. I look for-
ward to being an active participant in 
the activities of this study group on 
Germany for many years to come. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. LAROCCO. Thank you, Jack. 

Thank you for that report. 
I would like to now turn to other 

international programs, particularly 
Mexico. While our German group is our 
most active, we are also very proud of 
our work with Mexico, Japan, and 
China. The Mexican program in par-
ticular has seen an unprecedented 
surge of activity. Members of the Mexi-
can Chamber of Deputies as well as 
President Fox’s administration have 
been guests of the study group on Cap-
itol Hill. We have sent a delegation of 
senior congressional staff to Mexico in 
2003, and we are planning on doing so 
again in the fall of this year. 

In addition, a delegation of former 
Members of Congress traveled to Mex-
ico City and met with vice president of 
the Chamber of Deputies, the legisla-
tive adviser to President Fox, the head 
of Mexico’s OMB, and the Foreign Min-
istry’s USA desk. Currently, we are co-
sponsoring a program with the Wood-
row Wilson International Scholar Cen-
ter to telecast live to Mexican univer-
sities presentations by former Members 
of Congress on the U.S.-Mexico rela-
tionship. These broadcasts also will in-
clude live Q and A sessions involving 
the former Members and the Mexican 
university students. I am very pleased 
that former Member Jim Jones, who 
also served as U.S. Ambassador to Mex-
ico, has become actively involved in 
our program with Mexico and will be 
one of the featured speakers during the 
Woodrow Wilson Center telecast. The 
other speaker is our vice president, 
Jack Buechner. 

In addition, the association is work-
ing with the Council on Foreign Rela-
tions to create a town hall meeting 
specifically aimed at Chicago’s His-
panic community. During this event 
former Members of Congress will con-
duct a mock debate on the issues which 
will be discussed during the 2004 Presi-
dential election. Funding for this pro-
gram in the past has come from numer-
ous sources, including the Tinker 
Foundation and corporate sponsors 
such as Cemex. I wish to thank the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. KOLBE) 
and Senator CHRIS DODD for being our 
outstanding House and Senate chair-
men. 

Turning to Japan and China, in 1993 
the association founded the Congres-
sional Study Group on Japan with the 
East-West Center in Hawaii. It is a bi-
partisan group of about 120 Members of 
the House and Senate providing sub-
stantive opportunities for Members of 
Congress to meet with their counter-

parts in the Japanese Diet as well as an 
opportunity to educate themselves on 
U.S.-Japanese relations. The study 
group brings experts in academics to 
Capitol Hill in addition to Japanese 
government officials to discuss secu-
rity issues as well as trade and invest-
ment. 

Last month we had the great honor 
to host one of our own, former Speaker 
Tom Foley, who served as U.S. Ambas-
sador to Japan, as part of our congres-
sional study group on Japan. Ambas-
sador Foley provided many of his 
former colleagues with the opportunity 
to ask very pointed and important 
questions about our relationship with 
Japan and about the domestic issues 
that currently affect one of our most 
important trading partners. The after-
noon we spent with him was truly en-
lightening, and I am pleased to report 
that Ambassador Foley has agreed to 
play a very active role in shaping the 
Congressional Study Group on Japan 
even further. 

Our program activities would not be 
possible without the invaluable support 
of Dr. Eric Gangloff, who heads up the 
Japan-U.S. Friendship Commission. 
This partnership has lasted for almost 
10 years, and we are very appreciative 
of the commission’s continued support. 

We have exceptional congressional 
leadership for this group both in the 
House and the Senate. Our House 
chairmen are the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT) and the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. HOUGH-
TON), and our Senate chairs are GORDON 
SMITH and MARIA CANTWELL. We thank 
them for their tireless efforts on our 
behalf. 

In August of 1999 the U.S.-China 
Inter-Parliamentarian exchange group 
was created by Speaker HASTERT. He 
asked our association because of its ex-
cellent track record of acting as a liai-
son between the U.S. Congress and for-
eign legislative branches to lend a hand 
in getting this program off the ground. 
Thus, the Congressional Study Group 
on China was born. Since its inception, 
the study group has hosted several del-
egations of members of the National 
People’s Congress of China to Wash-
ington and has even sent a sizable dele-
gation of sitting and former Members 
to China. It should be noted that the 
CODEL the association assembled was 
the first visit to China by a congres-
sional delegation since 9/11 and that 
the resulting discussions with rep-
resentatives of the Chinese Govern-
ment were truly historic and extraor-
dinary. 

In addition, the association has 
brought numerous experts on China to 
Capitol Hill in an effort to educate 
Members about U.S.-China relations 
and address specific questions Members 
may have about China. The association 
is very proud of having facilitated this 
important discussion and wishes to 
thank the U.S. Department of State for 
funding this undertaking. I also thank 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
ZULLO) for being the group’s House 
chairman. 

Our experience with these congres-
sional study groups has been incredibly 
positive. As the Former Members Asso-
ciation, we are in the unique position 
that we can establish a link between 
the U.S. Congress and parliaments in 
other countries that is credible, re-
sponsible, bipartisan, and non-advo-
cacy. Numerous countries, organiza-
tions, and embassies have approached 
the association about creating addi-
tional study groups, and we are exam-
ining several possibilities at the mo-
ment keeping in mind, of course, our 
own limitations due to staff and budg-
et, as well as the needs for the dialogue 
that we wish to establish to be of cur-
rent interest and importance to the 
foreign policy goals of the United 
States Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, the association also has 
worked in other parts of the world to 
promote the operations of a democratic 
system of government. In the past, we 
have organized legislative strength-
ening programs in the Czech Republic, 
Slovakia, Hungary, Poland, Ukraine, 
and Macedonia. The association also 
assisted with U.S.-Cuban relations via 
three former Members delegations to 
Cuba from 1996 through 2000. 

We are currently applying for a grant 
from the U.S. Agency For Inter-
national Development to conduct elec-
tion-related projects in the Ukraine 
along with a legislative strengthening 
program following that country’s elec-
tion. Also through USAID we are ex-
ploring the possibility of conducting 
legislative strengthening seminars for 
visiting Iraqi representatives here in 
Washington. In addition, we are work-
ing with the U.S. Department of State 
to involve former Members of Congress 
in their international information pro-
grams. The U.S. Association of Former 
Members of Congress is uniquely quali-
fied to provide the resources for the 
education of the legislators in emerg-
ing democracies. Former Members of 
Congress have experiences in State leg-
islatures as well as on the Federal 
level. We cannot expect other countries 
to adopt our ways, but we can help 
them identify the basic elements of a 
free representative government sen-
sitive to the traditions of their coun-
try. 
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In addition, Mr. Speaker, as I move 
on to other programs, I would like to 
mention that the Association, after 
each congressional election, conducts 
its ‘‘Life After Congress’’ seminar. The 
purpose of this conference is to ease 
the transition away from Capitol Hill 
for those sitting Members who will not 
return for the next Congress. We will 
conduct this seminar again in Decem-
ber of this year. 

During the 2002 seminar, former 
Members Jack Buechner, Marc Lincoln 
Marks, Bob Carr, Jim Coyne, Martin 
Lancaster, Ed Pease and David Skaggs 
shared their experiences about the ad-
justments they had to make when they 
left Congress and how they managed to 
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seek and pursue careers in a variety of 
fields. 

Congressional spouse June Hansen 
also described how members of families 
cope with leaving Congress and begin-
ning a new life. In addition, congres-
sional support staff outlined the serv-
ices available to former Members of 
Congress. As in the past, the 2002 sem-
inar was followed by a reception hosted 
by our outstanding Association’s Aux-
iliary. 

The Association organizes study 
tours for its members and their 
spouses, who, at their own expense, 
have participated in educational and 
cultural visits to places such as Aus-
tralia, Canada, China, New Zealand, 
the former Soviet Union, Vietnam, 
Western and Eastern Europe, Turkey, 
the Middle East, Mexico and South 
America. Last year a delegation of 
Former Members travelled to Mexico 
for a week of meetings, presentations, 
discussions, and sightseeing. 

For the fall of this year, we are plan-
ning a trip to France. The Association 
recognizes a need for dialogue involv-
ing France and the United States fol-
lowing the divisive debate over Iraq 
and the U.N. Security Council. We 
therefore believe that a Former Mem-
bers of Congress study group to France 
could not come at a better time. 
Through the French Embassy here in 
Washington, we will create a program 
for our delegation that will include 
high-level meetings and discussions. In 
addition, to honor those who served 
their country in uniform during World 
War II, our study tour to France will 
include a visit to Normandy. 2004 
marks the 60th Anniversary of the D- 
Day invasion, and the Association 
looks forward to commemorating our 
fallen heroes at the D-Day memorial 
sites. I hope many of the Association 
members will be able to participate in 
this trip. 

The Association also organizes 
events that serve more of a social func-
tion. We know how important that is. 
In other words, we try to create ways 
in which our members can each keep in 
touch with old friends and colleagues 
just as we are doing today. One such 
undertaking is our annual golf tour-
nament here in Washington. Another is 
a brand new event which we are hoping 
to make an annual tradition: an infor-
mal family picnic for former Members, 
which last October was hosted at the 
home of June and Orval Hansen. The 
picnic was a joint undertaking involv-
ing the Association and its auxiliary, 
and we are already looking forward to 
replicating the get-together later this 
year. 

I would like to turn now to our an-
nual fund-raising event, the States-
manship Award Dinner. Mr. Speaker, 
as you can see, the Association con-
ducts a wide variety of programs and is 
continuing to expand them. All of this 
requires financial support. As I men-
tioned earlier, at present our funding 
comes from three primary sources, 
membership dues, program grants and 

an annual fund-raising dinner and auc-
tion. On March 2 of this year, we held 
our seventh annual Statesmanship 
Award dinner at which five of our 
friends and colleagues were honored for 
their service to country in uniform 
during World War II before serving 
their country on Capitol Hill. The five 
honorees were Bob Dole, Sam Gibbons, 
John Glenn, George McGovern and Bob 
Michel. 

They represent a group of truly great 
Americans, and I would like to place in 
the RECORD the names of those former 
members of Congress who are veterans 
of World War II and who unequivocally 
deserve our recognition and gratitude. 

Mr. BUECHNER (presiding). Without 
objection, so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
34TH ANNUAL SPRING MEETING, U.S. ASSOCIA-

TION OF FORMER MEMBERS OF CONGRESS, 
LIVING FORMER MEMBERS WHO SERVED IN 
UNIFORM DURING THE SECOND WORLD WAR, 
APRIL 22, 2004 
Jim Abdnor, Army, (Repub.–SD, House 

1973–81; Senate 1981–87) 
Brock Adams, Navy, (Dem.–WA, House 

1965–77; Senate 1987–93) 
John B. Anderson, Army, (Repub.–IL, 

House 1961–81) 
William R. Anderson, Navy, (Dem.–TN, 

House 1965–73) 
Mark Andrews, Army, (Repub.–ND, House 

1963–81; Senate 1981–87) 
Thomas Ludlow Ashley, Army, (Dem.–OH, 

House 1955–81) 
Eugene V. Atkinson, Navy, (Dem.–PA, 

House 1979–83) 
Howard H. Baker, Jr., Navy, (Repub.–TN, 

House 1967–85) 
Perkins Bass, Army Air Corps., (Repub.– 

NH, House 1955–63) 
J. Glenn Beall, Jr., Navy, (Repub.–MD, 

House 1969–71; Senate 1971–77) 
Berkely Bedell, Army, (Dem.–IA, House 

1974–87) 
Alphonzo E. Bell, Jr., Army, (Repub.–CA, 

House 1961–77) 
Henry L. Bellmon, Marines, (Repub.–OK, 

Senate 1969–81) 
Charles E. Bennett, Army, (Dem.–FL, 

House 1949–93) 
Lloyd Bentsen, Army, (Dem.–TX, House 

1949–54; Senate 1971–94) 
Tom Bevill, Army, (Dem.–AL, House 1967– 

97) 
Benjamin B. Blackburn, Navy, (Repub.–GA, 

House 1967–75) 
John Brademas, Navy, (Dem.–IN, House 

1959–81) 
Daniel B. Brewster, Marines, (Dem.–MD, 

House 1959–63; Senate 1963–69) 
Edward W. Brooke, Army, (Repub.–MA, 

Senate 1967–79) 
Jack Brooks, Marines, (Dem.–TX, House 

1953–95) 
William Broomfield, Army Air Corps, 

(Repub.–MI, House 1957–93) 
Donald Brotzman, Army, (Repub.–CO, 

House 1963–65) 
Joel T. Broyhill, Army, (Repub.–VA, House 

1953–75) 
James Lane Buckley, Navy, (Cons.–Repub.– 

NY, Senate 1971–77) 
Dale Bumpers, Marines, (Dem.–AR, Senate 

1975–99) 
Clair W. Burgener, Army Air Corps, 

(Repub.–CA, House 1973–83) 
Laurence J. Burton, Navy, (Repub.–UT, 

House 1963–71) 
George Bush, Navy, (Repub.–TX, House 

1967–71) 
M. Caldwell Butler, Navy, (Repub.–VA, 

House 1972–83) 

Harry F. Byrd, Jr., Navy, (Dem.–VA, Sen-
ate 1965–83) 

Catherine Callahan, Navy, (Dem.–Ne-
braska, House 1965–67) 

Howard H. Callaway, Army, (Repub.–GA, 
House 1963–67) 

Ronald Brooks Cameron, Marines, (Dem.– 
CA, House 1963–67) 

Elford A. Cederberg, Army, (Repub.–MI, 
House 1953–79) 

Frank M. Clark, Army Air Corps, (Dem.– 
PA, House 1955–75) 

Donald H. Clausen, Navy, (Repub.–CA, 
House 1963–83) 

Raymond F. Clevenger, Army Med. Corps, 
(Dem.–MI, House 1965–67) 

Frank Coffin, Navy, (Dem.–ME, House 1957– 
61) 

Marlow W. Cook, Navy, (Repub.–KY, Sen-
ate 1968–74) 

Emilio Quincy Daddario, Navy, (Dem.–CT, 
House 1951–70) 

E. ‘‘Kika’’ de la Garza, Navy, (Dem.–TX, 
House 1965–97) 

Steven B. Derounian, Army, (Repub.–NY, 
House 1953–65) 

Edward J. Derwinski, Army, (Repub.–IL, 
House 1959–83) 

William L. Dickinson, Navy, (Repub.–AL, 
House 1965–93) 

William Jennings Bryan Dorn, Army, 
(Dem.–SC, House 1947–49, 1951–75) 

Don Edwards, Navy, (Dem.–CA, House 1963– 
95) 

Robert F. Ellsworth, Navy, (Repub.–KS, 
House 1961–67) 

John N. Erlenborn, Navy, (Repub.–IL, 
House 1965–85) 

Frank E. Evans, Navy, (Dem.–CO, House 
1965–78) 

J. James Exon, Navy, (Dem.–NE, Senate 
1979–97) 

Paul Findley, Navy, (Repub.–IL, House 
1961–83) 

John J. Flynt, Jr., Army, (Dem.–GA, House 
1954–79) 

Hiram L. Fong, Army Air Corps, (Repub.– 
HI, Senate 1959–77) 

Gerald R. Ford, Navy, (Repub.–MI, House 
1949–73) 

Donald M. Fraser, Navy, (Dem.–MN, House 
1963–79) 

Peter H.B. Frelinghuysen, Navy, (Repub.– 
NJ, House 1953–75) 

Richard H. Fulton, Navy, (Dem.–TN, House 
1963–75) 

Robert N. Giaimo, Army, (Dem.–CT, House 
1959–81) 

John J. Gilligan, Navy, (Dem.–OH, House 
1965–67) 

Kenneth Gray, Army Air Corps, (Dem.–IL, 
House 1955–75 1985–89) 

Robert P. Griffin, Army, (Repub.–MI, 
House 1957–64; Senate 1965–78) 

Wayne R. Grisham, Army, (Repub.–CA, 
House 1979–83) 

James R. Grover, Army, (Repub.–NY, 
House 1963–75) 

Frank Guarini, Navy, (Dem.–NJ, House 
1979–93) 

Gilbert Gude, Army Med. Corps, (Repub.– 
MD, House 1967–77) 

John Paul Hammerschmidt, Army, 
(Repub.–AR, House 1967–93) 

Orval Hansen, Navy, (Repub.–ID, House 
1969–75) 

William H. Harsha, Marines, (Repub.–OH, 
House 1961–81) 

James Harvey, Army, (Repub.–MI, House 
1961–75) 

Harry G. Haskell, Jr., Coast Guard, 
(Repub.–DE, House 1957–59) 

James F. Hastings, Navy, (Repub.–NY, 
House 1969–75) 

William D. Hathaway, Army Air Corps, 
(Dem.–ME, House 1965–73; Senate 1973–78) 

Ken Hechler, Army, (Dem.–WV, House 1959– 
77) 
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Howell Heflin, Marines, (Dem.–AL, Senate 

1979–97) 
Cecil ‘‘Cec’’ Heftel, Army, (Dem.–HI, House 

1977–86) 
Jack Hightower, Navy, (Dem.–TX, House 

1975–85) 
Elwood Hillis, Army, (Repub.–IN, House 

1971–87) 
Earl Hogan, Army Air Corps, (Dem.–IN, 

House 1959–61) 
Frank Horton, Army, (Repub.–NY, House 

1963–93) 
William L. Hungate, Army, (Dem.–MO, 

House 1964–77) 
Earl Hutto, Navy, (Dem.–FL, House 1979– 

95) 
Robert W. Kastenmeier, Army, (Dem.–WI, 

House 1959–91) 
William J. Keating, Navy, (Repub.–OH, 

House 1971–75) 
Hastings Keith, Army, (Repub.–MA, House 

1959–73) 
Thomas S. Kleppe, Army, (Repub.–ND, 

House 1967–71) 
Horace R. Kornegay, Army, (Dem.–NC, 

House 1961–69) 
Peter Kyros, Navy, (Dem.–ME, House 1967– 

75) 
Robert J. Lagomarsino, Navy, (Repub.–CA, 

House 1974–93) 
Melvin R. Laird, Navy, (Repub.–WI, House 

1953–69) 
Cathy Long, Navy, (Dem.–LA, House 

March 1985–1987) 
Thomas A. Luken, Marines, (Dem.–OH, 

House 1974–75, 1977–91) 
John C. Mackie, Army Air Corps, (Dem.– 

MI, House 1965–67) 
James R. Mann, Army, (Dem.–SC, House 

1969–79) 
John O. Marsh, Jr., Army, (Dem.–VA, 

House 1963–71) 
Charles McC. Mathias, Navy, (Repub.–MD, 

House 1961–69; Senate 1969–87) 
Wiley Mayne, Navy, (Repub.–IA, House 

1967–75) 
John Y. McCollister, Navy, (Repub.–NE, 

House 1971–77) 
Mike McCormack, Army, (Dem.–WA, 

House 1971–81) 
Donald F. ‘‘Don’’McGinley, Army, (Dem.– 

NE, House 1959–61) 
Robert J. McIntosh, Army Air corps, 

(Repub.–MI, House 1957–59) 
Abner J. Mikva, Army Air Corps, (Dem.– 

IL, House 1969–73, 1975–79) 
Joe Minish, Army, (Dem.–NY, House 1963– 

85) 
G.V. ‘‘Sonny’’ Montgomery, Army, (Dem.– 

MS, House 1967–97) 
Arch A. Moore, Jr., Army, (Repub.–WV, 

House 1957–69) 
Thomas G. Morris, Navy, (Dem.–NM, House 

1959–69) 
Austin J. Murphy, Marines, (Dem.–PA, 

House 1977–95) 
John T. Myers, Army, (Repub.–IN, House 

1967–97) 
Lucien N. Nedzi, Army Air Corps, (Dem.– 

MI, House 1961–81) 
Gaylord A. Nelson, Army, (Dem.–WI, Sen-

ate 1963–81) 
Richard Dale ‘‘Dick’’ Nichols, Navy, 

(Repub.–KS, House 1991–93) 
Willilam N. ‘‘Bill’’ Patman, Marines, 

(Dem.–TX, House 1981–85) 
James B. Pearson, Navy, (Repub.–KS, Sen-

ate 1961–79) 
Claiborne Pell, Coast Guard, (Dem.–RI, 

Senate 1961–96) 
Charles H. Percy, Navy, (Repub.–IL, Senate 

1967–84) 
Peter A. Peyser, Army, (Both.–NY, House 

R 1971–77; D 1979–83) 
J.J. ‘‘Jake’’ Pickle, Navy, (Dem.–TX, 

House 1963–95) 
Otis G. Pike, Marines, (Dem–NY, House 

1961–79) 

Bertram L. Podell, Navy, (Dem.–NY, House 
1968–75) 

Richard H. Poff, Army Air Corps, (Repub.– 
VA, House 1953–73) 

Howard W. Pollock, Navy, (Repub.–AK, 
House 1967–71) 

Graham Purcell, Army, (Dem.–TX, House 
1962–73) 

Albert H. Quie, Navy, (Repub.–MN, House 
1958–79) 

James M. Quigley, Navy, (Dem.–PA, House 
1955–57, 1959–61) 

Ed Reinecke, Navy, (Repub.–CA, House 
1965–69) 

Peter W. Rodino, Jr., Army, (Dem.–NJ, 
House 1949–89) 

Robert A. Roe, Army, (Dem.–NJ, House 
1969–93) 

Angelo D. Roncallo, Army, (Repub.–NY, 
House 1973–75) 

Fred B. Rooney, Army, (Dem.–PA, House 
1963–79) 

J. Edward Roush, Army, (Dem.–IN, House 
1959–68 1971–77) 

J. Roy Rowland, Army, (Dem.–GA, House 
1983–95) 

Bill Royer, Army Air Corps, (Repub.–CA, 
House 1979–81) 

J.T. Rutherford, Marines, (Dem.–TX, House 
1955–63) 

Pierre Salinger, Navy, (Dem.–CA, Senate 
Aug.–Dec. 1964) 

Gus Savage, Army, (Dem–IL, House 1981–93) 
William B. Saxbe, Army, (Repub.–OH, Sen-

ate 1969–Jan. 1974) 
Richard S. Schweiker, Navy, (Repub.–PA, 

House 1961–69; Senate 1969–81) 
William W. Scranton, Army Air Corps, 

(Repub.–PA, House 1961–63) 
John F. Seiberling, Army, (Dem.–OH, 

House 1971–87) 
Hugo S. Sims, Jr., Army, (Dem.–SC, House 

1949–51) 
George A. Smathers, Marines, (Dem.–FL, 

House 1947–51; Senate 1951–69) 
Robert T. Stafford, Navy, (Repub.–VT, 

House 1961–71; Senate 1971–89) 
Louis Stokes, Army, (Dem.–OH, House 

1969–99) 
Robert E. Sweeney, Army, (Dem.–OH, 

House 1965–67) 
James W. Symington, Marines, (Dem.–MO, 

House 1969–77) 
Burt L. Talcott, Army Air Corps, (Repub.– 

CA, House 1963–77) 
Lionel Van Deerlin, Army, (Dem.–CA, 

House 1963–81) 
Charles A. Vanik, Navy, (Dem.–OH, House 

1955–81) 
Weston E. Vivian, Navy, (Dem.–MI, House 

1965–67) 
Charles W. Whalen, Jr., Army, (Repub.–OH, 

House 1967–79) 
G. William Whitehurst, Navy, (Repub.–VA, 

House 1969–87) 
John S. Wold, Navy, (Repub.–WY, House 

1969–71) 
James C. Wright, Army Air Corps, (Dem.– 

TX, House 1955–89) 
Wendell Wyatt, Marines, (Repub.–OR, 

House 1964–75) 
Leo C. Zeferetti, Navy, (Dem.–NY, House 

1975–83) 
Roger H. Zion, Navy, (Repub.–IN, House 

1967–75) 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, we pre-
sented the five honorees with our 
Statesmanship Award at a dinner that 
was truly magnificent and lived up to 
the great occasion it was. I would like 
to thank the gentleman from Florida, 
Lou Frey, who yet again provided the 
leadership and was the spark plug that 
helped make the previous six dinners 
so successful. This year’s event was no 
exception. 

I yield to the gentleman from Florida 
for his remarks. 

Mr. FREY. Mr. Speaker, it was truly 
a great event, and, Bob, you graced us 
all with being there, and your remarks 
were incredibly touching. 

And for those of you who missed it, 
you really missed a wonderful, wonder-
ful evening. This was the seventh din-
ner. We have honored in the past Sec-
retary of Agriculture Dan Glickman, 
Lee Hamilton, Lynn Martin, Norm Mi-
neta, DICK CHENEY, and Don Rumsfeld, 
and this is the seventh in a row. We 
have been successful. We have grossed 
probably well over a million dollars 
now. I think it has become an annual 
event in Washington. It is a fun dinner. 
Jimmy Hayes spends a year collecting 
memorabilia which we can get, which 
is a lot of fun, and some valuable 
things are there. 

We had over 450 people at this dinner. 
It was sold out. You could not get a 
ticket. So get your tickets early for 
next March when we will have the next 
dinner. 

It takes a lot of work. We have a 
number of people that really do so 
much. It is a team effort. It takes 
about 9 months to put together. We 
have not decided the honorees next 
year, but I am sure it will be not as 
maybe a great event, I do not think we 
will be ever able to duplicate that and 
the event itself, but we hope it will 
come close. 

Our president is a great auctioneer. 
He did a great job of auctioning off at 
the live auction, and the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT) auc-
tioned off two flags that will be flown 
over the Capitol on the 60th anniver-
sary of D-Day, and a certificate will go 
with that signed by the five honorees. 

The Executive Committee is the driv-
ing force for it. It is Larry LaRocco, 
Jack Buechner, Jim Slattery, and Jay 
Rhodes, Matt McHugh, Jimmy Hayes, 
Jim Symington and Bob Carr. Barbara 
Boggs Associates has worked for 7 
years with us to run the dinner. 
Verizon has been a chief sponsor of the 
dinner for 6 years. This year, thanks to 
Larry, the AARP for the first time par-
ticipated in the dinner, and we used 
that occasion to announce it. 

Let me say, Larry really worked hard 
on that day after day. It was sort of a 
cliff-hanger, but as usual Larry came 
through. 

This is really the only outreach we 
have to the community. We need 
everybody’s help on this. It really al-
lows us to do all these programs. We 
hope next year you will join us in mak-
ing the eighth annual dinner a success. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I appre-
ciate the chance to address the group. 

Mr. LAROCCO. Thank you, Lou. 
Again, on behalf of the Executive Com-
mittee, the officers, the Board and all 
of the membership, we just want to 
thank you for your leadership in the 
past and what you do to get us all to-
gether to make this dinner such a huge 
success. 

Mr. Speaker, in addition to financial 
support, the Association benefits enor-
mously from the efforts and leadership 
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of many people. I want to thank the of-
ficers of the Association, Jack 
Buechner, Jim Slattery, Jay Rhodes 
and John Erlenborn; the members of 
our Board of Directors and our Coun-
selors for providing the excellent guid-
ance and support necessary to oversee 
these activities. In addition, we are as-
sisted by the Auxiliary of the Associa-
tion, this year led so wonderfully by 
Dana Martin, a truly wonderful person. 
We are particularly grateful to them in 
their Life After Congress seminars, our 
annual dinners, and the new under-
taking, our annual picnic. 

Needless to say, our programs could 
not be so effectively run without the 
exceptional support provided by our 
staff. Last year our Executive Director 
Linda Reed retired, and we wish her all 
the best with this new stage of her life. 
She was an incredibly able and ener-
getic executive. We thank her for her 
many years of hard and dedicated serv-
ice to our Association. 

She is succeeded as Executive Direc-
tor by our former Program Director for 
Germany, Pete Weichlein. Our inter-
national programs are managed by 
Miss Sudha David-Wilp. Our member 
relations team includes Tom 
McGettrick and Rebecca Zylberman. 
Our staff sees as its main responsibility 
to communicate to our members and to 
the general public all the good work of 
the Association, and we have become 
much better in using new technology 
for this communication. And many of 
you have commented on what a great 
benefit it is to receive continuous pro-
gram updates and other news via e- 
mail. In addition, we are making much 
more use of our Website, 
www.USAFMC.org, and will continue 
to do so. In the very near future we 
hope to be able to offer video and audio 
reports on our activities via the 
Website. 

These are truly very exciting times 
for the Association, and the Executive 
Committee is always asking Peter, do 
you have the technology you need to 
communicate? How can we be more 
productive in getting the word out to 
our membership? The video conference 
that we will be doing with Mexico is 
one example of how we will utilize the 
technology to expand the reach of our 
Association. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Would 
the gentleman yield for a special 
guest? 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, I would 
be delighted to yield to a special guest. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the Democratic lead-
er, the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. PELOSI). 

Ms. PELOSI. Thank you very much, 
Mr. Speaker. That has a nice ring to it. 
Thank you very much, Larry, for yield-
ing your time. 

I am pleased to join our very distin-
guished Speaker in welcoming you to 
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives. You are an inspiration to us. You 
built a strong foundation. 

Mr. Michel, it is always an honor to 
be in the same room with you. As mi-

nority leader I understand part of your 
role. I have a certain level of impa-
tience with it myself. But I am pleased 
to see that bipartisanship is alive and 
well, at least among the former Mem-
bers in the Congress of the United 
States. 

Good for you for honoring Sam Nunn. 
Sam Nunn is a great American recog-
nized throughout our country even 
though he has not been in office for a 
few years now. He has always been an 
inspiration to us in and out of public 
office. He is always in public service, 
and his initiative and leadership on 
Nunn-Lugar is as valid and as impor-
tant an initiative now as it was then, 
perhaps even more needed today. You 
were a leader. You saw early what the 
need would be, and it is an answer for 
us. So thank you, Sam Nunn, for your 
great leadership, and thank you to all 
of you for honoring Sam Nunn. 

I had to go to a discussion about con-
tinuation of government, so forgive me 
for being in and out. As I look around, 
I see so many friends on both sides of 
the aisle, and it should not be a par-
tisan issue, but I am afraid it has come 
down to that again today. But any 
thoughts that you have about, one 
thought was that the Members of Con-
gress could suggest their successor in 
time if an act of terrorism hits Con-
gress. I said that would be good, you 
would not have to change the boards. 
We would just have the same names up 
there. We could be well represented by 
our very able family members, our con-
stituents would. But you come at a 
time when you have a great deal, 
should we say, of lively debate on the 
issues. 

Seeing you reminds us of another 
time when we were able to work out 
these issues more easily and more ami-
cably. Hopefully that day will return 
soon. And when it does, it will be be-
cause of the influence you all have on 
all of us. 

Congratulations on your good work 
on Congress to Campus. I am not sur-
prised that it is such a success with 
David Skaggs and Mr. Lightfoot, I do 
not know where he is now, and all the 
others working on it, going from 6 to 40 
campuses in a short period of time. 
Thank you for making public service 
more appealing to young people. Hope-
fully those of us still in office will be 
able to follow your lead on that as 
well. 

Welcome. Good luck in your delibera-
tions. You are a source of strength and 
inspiration to us. And I want to extend 
the greetings of all of the Members of 
the House and Democratic Caucus to 
every single one of you. 

Again, Mr. Michel, a special welcome 
to you always. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair wants to thank the gentlewoman 
and remind her that in 1990, the St. 
Louis Cardinals beat the San Francisco 
Giants, and she still owes me two 
quarts of chowder. It was based against 
Anheuser-Busch’s product. I thank the 
gentlewoman. 

The Chair recognizes the time yield-
ed back to the gentleman from Idaho 
(Mr. LaRocco). 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, I was 
mentioning when I yielded to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI) 
that we were expanding our technology 
capability, and we are certainly doing 
that. 

I want to mention some special 
guests that we have with us today. We 
are very pleased to have with us today 
Douglas Rowland and Douglas Frith of 
the Canadian Association of Former 
Parliamentarians. They are here in the 
Chamber with us, and we are delighted 
to have them with us. It has been a tra-
dition to have the Former Parliamen-
tarians from Canada join us for our 
meeting and that we go to Canada for 
theirs. We have exchanged very valu-
able information about our programs 
and how we can help each other and ex-
pand our reach within our own con-
stituencies and across the border. 

Doug and Doug, we are very, very 
honored that you have come to Wash-
ington to participate in our annual 
meeting, and we would like to thank 
you. 

b 1000 

Many association members over the 
past several years have had the good 
fortune, as I have had, to meet their 
Canadian colleague, Barry Turner, who 
has joined us for quite a few of our an-
nual spring meetings. Unfortunately, 
he could not join us this year, but he 
sends his regards; and I know I speak 
for all of us when I send our best wishes 
to Barry. I spoke to him this week on 
the phone, and he certainly extends his 
greetings to all of you from north of 
the border. 

Mr. Speaker, it is now my sad duty to 
inform the House and all of our col-
leagues of those persons who served in 
Congress and have passed away since 
our report last year. The deceased 
Members of Congress are: Lamar 
Baker, Tennessee; Harold Budge, Idaho; 
Barber Conable, New York; Glenn 
Cunningham, Nebraska; Joshua 
Eilberg, Pennsylvania; Thomas S. 
Gettys, South Carolina; David Hender-
son, North Carolina; Louise Day Hicks, 
Massachusetts; Jeffrey P. Hillelson, 
Missouri; Richard Lankford, Maryland; 
Thomas Lewis, Florida; John Lyle, 
Texas; Nicholas Mavroules, Massachu-
setts; Francis Xavier McCloskey, Indi-
ana; Don Mitchell, New York; Patsy T. 
Mink, Hawaii; Frank E. ‘‘Ted’’ Moss, 
Utah; James Henry Quillen, Tennessee; 
John J. Rhodes, Arizona; J. Edward 
Roush, Indiana; William J. Scherle, 
Iowa; Carlton Sickles, Maryland; Paul 
Simon, Illinois; Joseph R. Skeen, New 
Mexico; Bob Stump, Arizona; Strom 
Thurmond, South Carolina; David G. 
Towell, Nevada; James D. Weaver, 
Pennsylvania; 

I respectfully ask all of you to rise 
for a moment of silence in their mem-
ory. Thank you. I can tell as I looked 
around that there were certain memo-
ries invoked as I read the names of the 
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people that have served in this House 
and our colleagues, and we miss them 
and are grateful for their service. 

Mr. Speaker, as you know, each year 
the association presents a Distin-
guished Service Award to an out-
standing public servant. The award 
normally rotates between parties, as do 
our officers. Last year, we presented 
the award to an extraordinary Repub-
lican, Bill Archer. This year, we are 
pleased to be honoring a remarkable 
Democrat, Senator Sam Nunn. 

Sam Nunn served in the United 
States Senate from 1972 to 1996. For 24 
years, he represented the fine State of 
Georgia, attended Georgia Tech, 
Emory University and Emory Law 
School, and served in the United States 
Coast Guard. Like many of us, his po-
litical career began on the State level, 
when he entered the Georgia House of 
Representatives in 1968. 

During his tenure in the United 
States Senate, Senator Nunn served as 
chairman of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee and the Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations. He 
also served on the Intelligence and 
Small Business Committees. 

His legislative achievements include 
the landmark Department of Defense 
Reorganization Act, drafted with the 
late Senator, Barry Goldwater, and the 
Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduc-
tion Program, which provides assist-
ance to Russia and the former Soviet 
republics for securing and destroying 
their excess nuclear, biological, and 
chemical weapons. 

Sam Nunn is co-chairman and chief 
executive officer of the Nuclear Threat 
Initiative, a charitable organization 
working to reduce the global threats 
from nuclear, biological, and chemical 
weapons. It is no understatement that 
Sam Nunn, both during his years in the 
Senate and after leaving the U.S. Con-
gress, has made the world a safer place. 
We are deeply indebted to him for his 
energy, determination, and commit-
ment in the area of nuclear threat con-
tainment. On behalf of the association, 
I am delighted to present our Distin-
guished Service Award to the honor-
able Sam Nunn. 

The plaque that I am going to 
present to the Senator on behalf of the 
whole association, and I will call the 
Senator up here to receive it, says: 
‘‘Presented by the U.S. Association of 
Former Members of Congress to the 
Honorable Sam Nunn for his over 40 
years of exemplary public service to 
his beloved State of Georgia and the 
Nation. Sam Nunn served 24 years as a 
United States Senator, chairing for 
Congress the Committee on Armed 
Services. His legislative accomplish-
ments are too many to list. He truly 
has made the world a safer place, both 
as a Senator through the Nunn-Lugar 
Cooperative Threat Reduction Pro-
gram, and as former Member by co- 
chairing and guiding the work of the 
Nuclear Threat Initiative.’’ 

Senator, I am so pleased to present 
you with a scrapbook of letters from 

colleagues offering their congratula-
tions for this well-deserved symbol of 
our respect, appreciation and admira-
tion; and I would like to present this to 
you, Senator, and we would be honored 
to receive some comments. 

Mr. NUNN. Thank you very much, 
particularly for this wonderful day and 
this wonderful honor. 

Mr. Speaker, Minority Leader 
PELOSI, Members of the House and Sen-
ate, my former colleagues, my Cana-
dian colleagues, my friends and fellow 
pensioners, as Bill Archer said so well 
last year when he received this award, 
being honored by your colleagues and 
your peers, those who work with you 
and who know the opportunities, as 
well as the perils, of public service, is 
an honor that transcends all others. I 
am indeed grateful to the Association 
of Former Members for this award and 
for your continued dedication to serv-
ing our Nation and to continuing to 
help in every way possible those who 
remain on the frontline, as well as your 
extraordinary work on college cam-
puses. In my view, basically inspiring 
our young people probably is our most 
important responsibility both as Mem-
bers of Congress and former Members. 

My first job out of law school in 1962 
was working here in the House of Rep-
resentatives as a staffer for the House 
Armed Services Committee. Over the 
years, some of my friends have posed 
the question, Sam, how did you get 
that great job right out of law school? 
Did you have a great law school record, 
academic record? Did the committee 
recognize your great potential for lead-
ership? Perhaps, but the more honest 
and straightforward answer is that my 
great uncle, Carl Vinson, was chairman 
of the House Armed Services Com-
mittee, having served from 1915 
through 1965, as a Member of this 
House; and in 1962 when I came to 
Washington and spent such a meaning-
ful year, he was the chairman of the 
committee. 

Here, as a House staffer and later in 
the United States Senate, I developed 
my passion for public policy and the 
political process. It all started here. 
This is where really I became enamored 
of the political process and where I 
knew that one of these days I was 
going to make a run. Here, I learned 
from Uncle Carl and others that Con-
gress has no higher responsibility 
under the Constitution of our Nation 
than to provide for the common de-
fense. 

Here, in the fall of 1962, I was exposed 
to a close-up view of the Cuban missile 
crisis, which left me with an indelible 
awareness of our duty to avoid nuclear 
use and to avoid nuclear conflict, a les-
son that basically occupied a tremen-
dous amount of my time when I be-
came a United States Senator and that 
even today continues to dominate my 
post-Senate focus. 

Here, during my one brief, but 
impactful, year as a member of the 
House staff, I met Colleen O’Brien, my 
bride of now nearly 39 years; and I 

made a solemn commitment to myself 
to run for the House and Senate if I 
ever even had half a chance, which I 
did fortunately in 1972. 

Here today, like every day as a staff-
er in 1962 and 1963, and as a Senator for 
24 years, I get tingles of excitement 
and awe when I walk into this Capitol 
and I think of the tremendous power, 
the tremendous responsibility, and the 
tremendous influence of those who 
serve in the Congress of the United 
States. In the long run, and I think I 
have realized this more since I left the 
Congress than I did when I was in the 
Congress, but in the long run, the most 
important influence we have, I believe, 
is our influence over young people by 
word, but mostly by example. This may 
be the single most important responsi-
bility of public service. Every day, we 
must demonstrate that we can be in 
the political arena and yet retain intel-
lectual honesty and ethical behavior 
and civility. That is of enormous im-
portance to the continuing of our form 
of government. 

Here, today, I again acknowledge my 
profound admiration to the men and 
women, and I must add staffers and 
congressional employees, like those 
who are sitting behind us today, in-
cluding my old friend Charlie Johnson, 
Parliamentarian of the House, who re-
main in this arena and in the service of 
America. Here, today, I express my 
gratitude to the Members of the House 
and Senate, past and present, of both 
political parties who have been my 
friends, who have been my mentors, 
who have been my teachers, and who 
have been my legislative partners in 
many different initiatives. 

Let me leave you with one brief ob-
servation that may have some rel-
evance today, particularly to newer 
Members of the House and Senate, in 
this era of significant challenges 
abroad but increasingly bitter political 
warfare here at home. Every major im-
provement in national security and de-
fense during my time in the United 
States Senate was a result of a few 
Senate and House Members of both par-
ties putting our Nation’s security 
ahead of partisan politics. I have never 
succeeded in any major national secu-
rity initiative without a Republican 
partner. No matter who wins the elec-
tions this fall, the most serious prob-
lems facing America today cannot be 
met successfully by one party alone. 

I thank all the Members who are here 
today. I thank the Speaker and the mi-
nority leader. You have been most gen-
erous in sharing your time this morn-
ing with our former Members. The time 
has come for me to invoke cloture be-
fore the Rules Committee sends out the 
hook. So let me thank you again for 
this high honor, and let me thank each 
of you for your splendid service and 
continued service to our Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the floor. 
Mr. BUECHNER (presiding). The 

Chair thanks the gentleman from Geor-
gia. 

At this time, the Chair would like to 
recognize two other special guests that 
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we have had join us. We have got the 
gentleman from Maryland, part of the 
Democratic House leadership, STENY 
HOYER. Would the gentleman like to 
make a few remarks? 

Mr. HOYER. Certainly. I will, as 
John Brademas did, I will use the tra-
ditionally opposite podium. I under-
stand NANCY had spoken to you a little 
earlier and welcomed you here. I have 
spoken at many of these, perhaps not 
all, in the last few years. 

I might say that I heard how long 
Senator Nunn served in the Senate. 
There are some of us who believe he did 
not serve long enough in the Senate; 
and, Sam, congratulations to you for 
this honor and appropriate recognition 
of the extraordinary work that you 
have done for our country and, happily 
for our country, continue to do. We ap-
preciate that. 

For those of us from the University 
of Maryland, we recognize Bill Archer’s 
claim to fame is that he is the father- 
in-law of Fred Funk, the former coach. 
For those of you who are golf fans, 
Fred Funk is one of the great golfers in 
America on the pro circuit and always 
does a great job; and I always tell Bill 
Archer that is why he is famous, not 
for being in the House. 

I am pleased to be here with all of 
you and add my word of welcome to 
you. I have said it in the past. Sam just 
mentioned it. At a time of great chal-
lenge for our country abroad, we find 
ourselves unfortunately divided at 
home, not only in the Congress but our 
country divided, as all of us know, and 
that is reflected in the very close divi-
sions that we find when the public goes 
to the poll; and when they are polled, 
we find out how closely divided they 
are. 

It is important, I think, for those of 
you who had the opportunity to serve, 
and John Brademas, this morning, my 
predecessor, I hung the pictures of all 
the former whips in the hallway lead-
ing to my office now, an extraordinary 
group of people. 

b 1015 

And, John, thank you for all that you 
have done for our country as well. 

But I would urge all of us, not you 
and me, but all of us, together, to try 
to increase the dialogue and under-
standing, lower the confrontation and 
increase the cooperation that we so 
desperately need when challenged so 
heavily, I think, abroad. 

I noticed the Speaker, my Speaker, 
has his arm around a wonderful staffer 
as well, Billy Pitts, who left the Con-
gress, went out and made vast sums of 
money in the private sector, I hope, 
and is now back with us trying to 
straighten out DAVID DREIER. A very 
difficult job, but Billy is so talented, he 
may be able to do that. 

So welcome to all of you. We are glad 
you are here, but much more impor-
tantly, we are glad that you continue 
to be active, involved, and leaders in 
our country. Thank you very much. 
Good to see you. 

Oh, I might just say, and I was going 
to start with this, that, tragically, 
sadly, and, Larry, I came in as you 
were reading the list of Members who 
have passed away, but two of the Mem-
bers who were my predecessors in the 
Fifth Congressional District of Mary-
land passed away this past year. 

Dick Lankford, I know some of you 
knew Dick, he was here for 10 years, 
served on the Committee on Armed 
Services. I was a sophomore at the Uni-
versity of Maryland. I think he was the 
first Member of Congress that I really 
met. Dante Fascell was the first one I 
knew about when I was going to high 
school in Florida. 

And then Carlton Sickles. You men-
tioned Carlton Sickles, who called up 
Danny Brewster, for whom I was work-
ing in 1962 and 1963 and 1964, when I was 
graduating from law school, and they 
asked me to run for the State senate. I 
turned them down twice. Tom, you 
may remember this. I turned them 
down twice because I did not think I 
could win the State senate seat. And 
Carlton Sickles, who was then the Con-
gressman-at-large over here and was 
running for Governor, called up Brew-
ster and said, no, urge him to run, he 
can win. I will help him. We will give 
him a lot of money, et cetera, et 
cetera. 

You have all been there and done 
that. I did run. He did give me a lot of 
support; no money, but a lot of sup-
port, and I was successful. But he 
passed away, and I had the honor of 
speaking at his memorial service just a 
few weeks ago. 

So we have been diminished by their 
losses, but we are advantaged by your 
continuing participation. God bless 
you. Thank you very much. 

Mr. BUECHNER (presiding). In order 
to provide some sort of balance with 
the comments by sitting Members, the 
Chair would like to invite the chair-
man of the Committee on Rules, the 
Congressman from California, DAVID 
DREIER, to say a few remarks. 

Mr. DREIER. Thank you very much, 
Mr. Speaker. Let me just join in the bi-
partisan welcome and to say that 
STENY HOYER has just recognized Billy 
Pitts, and I think it is important to 
note that Billy Pitts’ father worked for 
41 years for the longest-serving whip in 
the history of this institution, Les 
Arends. Billy, as you all know, worked 
for Bob Michel and ran this place when 
we actually were in the majority, even 
though many on the other side of the 
aisle did not realize that, during the 
1980s, leading up to 1994. Billy made 
sure that we were in the majority, and 
I feel very fortunate that he has come 
back to work with me on the House 
Committee on Rules. He is sitting next 
to the guy who appointed me to the 
Committee on Rules. 

And it is interesting as I sit here and 
listen to the great remarks, and I lis-
tened upstairs, I had the television on 
and listened to Larry’s comments 
about the international involvement 
that so many of you all are having. I 

have just come back from a 12-nation 
and 12-day trip. Billy and I went all 
over Southern Europe, Central and 
South Asia. And because I come from 
California, I have talked to a number 
of people from Mexico who have re-
ferred to the fact that the work of the 
study group has had a great impact on 
this very important relationship. So I 
want to encourage you there. 

I also want to join in recognizing my 
friend Sam Nunn, and you all are abso-
lutely right on target, and STENY is 
right in saying that we wish he were 
still here because of the stellar leader-
ship he has provided us. But he is doing 
it in so many other areas, and I have 
been thrilled to work with him at CSIS 
and in a number of other fora. 

In just a few minutes, we are going to 
be beginning a very interesting debate 
that all of you will be fascinated with, 
and that is the question of the con-
tinuity of Congress. After September 
11, we looked at the prospect of this 
fact. I was the last person to leave the 
Capitol on September 11. I left about 11 
a.m. that morning, and I did so when 
one of the guards down here said there 
was a plane they had lost contact with 
that was headed right for this building. 
We all know it was the plane that 
ended up going into the ground in 
Pennsylvania because of those coura-
geous people who were on board that 
flight. 

After that time we looked at the 
thought that really had not been con-
templated by many, except it was dis-
cussed in the 1950s, of a huge loss of 
life. So we are going to today be con-
sidering legislation which would call 
for expediting the special elections 
that would be held following that loss 
of life. And just to give you my view on 
it, I am struggling because there are 
some who want to have Governors ap-
point Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives or have us actually ap-
point our successors, which to me is 
completely counter to the Madisonian 
view of this being the people’s House. 

I see two former Members of the Sen-
ate here, and you can serve in the Sen-
ate by appointment. We know from the 
former minority leader of this place, 
Jerry Ford, that you can become Presi-
dent of the United States by appoint-
ment, yet we all know this is the only 
federally elected office where you have 
to be elected to serve. So we are going 
to begin in just a few minutes that de-
bate, and I hope that all of you will fol-
low it because it is going to be a fas-
cinating one as we look at this chal-
lenge to the institution. 

Anyway, I hope it is a long time be-
fore I join your ranks, but I just want-
ed to let you know it is nice to be here 
with you all. Thanks. 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, I have 
noticed some former Members have 
joined us during the course of our re-
port, and I would like to invite them to 
come up to the desk and make sure 
their attendance here is noted for the 
RECORD. 

This, essentially, concludes our 34th 
Annual Report to the Congress. I just 
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want to say personally that my term is 
ending shortly as president of the Asso-
ciation. I want to thank the Board and 
the Executive Committee for their 
great support, and all of you for your 
support of the Association and just for 
giving me the honor and the privilege 
to serve as your president for the last 
2 years. It has truly been a wonderful 2 
years to work on the programs here. 

And I want to thank Sam Nunn, too, 
for honoring us here to receive the 
award and for his great remarks. 
Thank you so much, Sam. And to our 
bipartisan leaders of the current Mem-
bers who have come to greet us. 

We have a wonderful program today, 
starting in just a few minutes, with a 
press panel over in the Cannon House 
Office Building, but with that, Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back my time and con-
clude my report. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has concluded his report, but 
before terminating these proceedings, 
the Chair would like to recognize the 
gentleman from Florida, Lou Frey, for 
a special presentation. 

Mr. FREY. Mr. Speaker, this will 
just take a couple of minutes, but I 
think this is really important. It is a 
great privilege for me to recognize the 
outgoing president, Larry LaRocco, for 
his many years of outstanding service 
to the organization. As he just said, his 
term as president comes to an end this 
year, and all of us, members of the Ex-
ecutive Committee, the Board of Direc-
tors, Association members and our 
staff, wish to thank Larry for his ex-
ceptional leadership. He has amazing 
drive and energy, and he has brought a 
vision to the presidency like few others 
before him. 

Ever since he joined our Association, 
he has been such a great asset, and we 
are glad he will remain on our Board 
and on the Executive Committee even 
now that his term as president is end-
ing. In my opinion, and I know many of 
my colleagues share in this assess-
ment, this Association has taken quan-
tum leaps since Larry became presi-
dent. 

He has talked about the Congress to 
Campus program that has almost quad-
rupled in size, the international compo-
nent that we have, and the tours to 
Taiwan, France and Germany. In addi-
tion, Larry has brought us into the 
22nd century, I think, with his space- 
age technology, and he continues to 
drag us in that direction. 

I personally believe that because of 
Larry LaRocco’s leadership, the U.S. 
Association of Former Members of 
Congress is perceived as a vibrant and 
engaged NGO that allows its unique 
membership to continue their service 
to the country. He took existing pro-
grams and made them better. He 
brought ideas to the table that upon 
implementation have resulted in new 
and exciting ventures for our Associa-
tion. 

Larry, you just did an incredible job. 
We thank you so much. And on behalf 
of the Association, I would like to 

present this plaque to you, which is 
just a small token of the thanks for so 
many years of effort and such a great 
job, and we truly are blessed with your 
service. Thank you so much, Larry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman yields back his time. 

The Chair again wishes to thank the 
former Members of the House for their 
presence here today. And to reiterate 
the remarks of the gentleman from 
Idaho, for all those Members present 
who did not record their presence, 
please come to the reading clerk and be 
so designated. 

Good luck to you all. 
The Chair announces that the House 

will reconvene at 10:45 a.m. 
Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 25 

minutes a.m.), the House continued in 
recess. 

f 

b 1045 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. LAHOOD) at 10 o’clock and 
45 minutes a.m. 

f 

PRINTING OF PROCEEDINGS HAD 
DURING RECESS 

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the proceedings 
had during the recess be printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and that all 
Members and former Members who 
spoke during the recess have the privi-
lege of revising and extending their re-
marks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
f 

JOHN KERRY DOES NOT BELONG 
IN THE WHITE HOUSE 

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, on this day in 1971, JOHN 
KERRY showed his true colors; and they 
are not red, white, and blue. 

Before the Senate, before America, 
and before the world, he blasted our 
Nation, chastised our troops, and hurt 
our morale. He famously declared that 
soldiers tortured innocent Vietnamese 
and that America was the worse viola-
tor of the Geneva Conventions, not 
Vietnam. 

In 1971 when JOHN KERRY had the 
freedom to stand up to defy duty, 
honor, and country, I just emerged 
from 4 years of solitary confinement, 
where the Vietnamese did not adhere 
to the Geneva Conventions. 

What he did was nothing short of aid-
ing and abetting the enemy. A person 
like JOHN KERRY does not belong in the 
White House. 

Is it any wonder my comrades from 
Vietnam and I have a nickname for 

him similar to ‘‘Hanoi Jane’’? He is 
called ‘‘Hanoi John.’’ 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would ask Members not to refer 
in a personal way to Senators who are 
candidates for President. 

f 

RISING COSTS OF COLLEGE 
EDUCATION 

(Mr. EMANUEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, today’s 
New York Times states that middle- 
class families are being edged out of 
the prestigious universities by rising 
costs of college education. Access to 
college for middle-class families has 
worsened over the last few years, an-
other example of the middle-class 
squeeze in America. 

The greatest disservice that we have 
done to middle-class families in Amer-
ica is to convince them of the necessity 
of college education for their children 
and then priced it out of reach for their 
children. 

College tuition at public universities 
has increased by 14 percent last year 
and in certain States by 20 or 30 per-
cent. In my home State of Illinois 
today, when a college graduate gets a 
diploma, on the backside is their first 
Visa bill. Every kid graduates with an 
average of $15,000 of debt. 

College tuition is running three 
times the rate of inflation; but Con-
gress has not made the investment in 
higher education, and costs have 
soared. While college costs have sky-
rocketed, Pell grants have been frozen 
for 3 years. And in the year in which we 
are to reauthorize the Higher Edu-
cation Act which deals with Pell grants 
and Perkins loans, what has Congress 
done? 

f 

RECOGNIZING MEMBERS OF 432ND 
CIVIL AFFAIRS BATTALION 

(Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, it is my great honor to recognize 
before this House the brave members of 
the 432nd Civil Affairs Battalion who 
are returning home today from their 
overseas deployment. 

Northeastern Wisconsin is often 
called the ‘‘land of legends’’ for our fa-
bled football team, the Green Bay 
Packers. The gridiron leadership of 
men like Lombardi and Lambeau and 
Nitschke made Green Bay synonymous 
with strength and courage and tri-
umph. 

But it is not our sports heroes who 
make our area truly legendary. It is 
our servicemen and -women who have 
put their lives on the line to defend 
freedom. Under the most difficult con-
ditions, brave troops of the 432nd have 
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strived to rebuild a nation ravaged by 
tyranny and war and strife. Obviously, 
our work there is not yet done. But we 
can take comfort in the fact that some 
of our finest countrymen carry the 
torch of liberty in Iraq. 

Mr. Speaker, the members of the 
432nd, along with all of our servicemen 
and -women, deserve our praise, our 
support, our gratitude. They are gen-
uine heroes. 

f 

MEDICARE MODERNIZATION 
(Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, since Medicare was founded, 
medicine has changed and seniors have 
changed. We all know how medicine 
has changed, MRIs, open heart surgery, 
all the dramatic procedures, all the 
new diagnostic tests; and Medicare has 
a cumbersome though slow way of ac-
commodating its system to be able to 
deliver modern medicine. 

More importantly, seniors have 
changed. They are living longer. They 
are living with chronic diseases. And 
Medicare has not accommodated at all 
to that dramatic change in our seniors’ 
lives. 

So I was delighted this week to an-
nounce with Secretary Tommy Thomp-
son the implementation of those provi-
sions of the Medicare Modernization 
Act which will for the first time enable 
Medicare to deliver to our seniors mod-
ern medical care to better support 
those with chronic illnesses. 

Twenty percent of our seniors have 
five or more chronic illnesses. They use 
two thirds of the Medicare dollars, and 
we have not been able to deliver what 
modern medical science knows about 
how to prevent the progress of chronic 
illness. We started today through the 
Medicare Modernization Act which we 
voted through in this House, to do just 
that. 

f 

EMBEDDED COSTS OF MEDICAL 
LIABILITY 

(Mr. BURGESS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, we have 
heard several times about how the em-
bedded costs of the medical justice sys-
tem, medical liability, negatively im-
pact the medical system in this coun-
try. In fact, I think on Fox News over 
the weekend they had a rather dra-
matic piece on how the cost of soaring 
premiums has driven some doctors out 
of practice. 

But make no mistake about it. While 
it may affect the doctors’ livelihood, it 
ultimately affects access for patients. 
In my district, that has meant 
perinatologists, specialists who deal in 
high-risk obstetrics, who have closed 
their shops; neurosurgeons who have 
left town; trauma centers that have 
been put at risk. 

Traveling to Nome, Alaska last sum-
mer, I was told by a group of doctors 
there that they could not afford the li-
ability premiums for an anesthesiol-
ogist in the town of Nome, Alaska. 
When their obstetricians have a com-
plicated pregnancy, they have to put 
that woman on a plane and send her to 
Anchorage. I fail to see how that fur-
thers patient safety. 

A director of a residency program 
told me that currently they are now 
accepting people they would not have 
interviewed for their obstetrics and 
gynecology program 5 years ago be-
cause young men and women do not 
want to go into obstetrics and gyne-
cology. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a President 
who will sign a medical liability bill. 
We have a candidate who has either 
voted ‘‘no’’ or been absent when that 
bill has come to the Senate. 

f 

PRESCRIPTION DRUG COVERAGE 

(Mr. REHBERG asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Speaker, for the 
first time in history, seniors across the 
country are about to have an option of 
choosing Medicare prescription drug 
coverage if they so desire. Beginning 
May 3, thanks to the improvements we 
made to Medicare, each beneficiary 
will be entitled to select a prescription 
drug discount card of their choice that 
will provide immediate savings, includ-
ing a $600 credit for qualifying low-in-
come individuals. 

Those who voted against these 
changes do not seem to want seniors to 
know that the new prescription drug 
coverage will help 14 million low-in-
come Medicare recipients who need it 
most, those who are having to choose 
between food and medicines they need. 

For the past 4 months, those who 
have voted against the drug coverage 
have not been sharing with seniors in-
formation about the new opportunity 
to sign up for prescription drug cov-
erage. 

Why should seniors not be allowed to 
learn that they will soon have choice 
and control over their prescription 
drug plans? Do seniors not have the 
right to know that their new coverage 
will give them better access to more 
prescription drugs at lower prices? Do 
they not have the right to know that if 
they already have prescription drug 
coverage that they can stay with their 
plan if they like it? 

Ten days from now seniors will be 
free to choose for themselves. 

f 

DISPARAGING REMARKS BY JOHN 
KERRY 

(Mr. KLINE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
with many of my fellow veterans in 
this body to bring attention to a seri-

ous decision facing our Nation. Very 
soon the American people will be asked 
to make an important choice. We will 
be asked to decide who will best lead 
our Nation for the next 4 years. One 
candidate, JOHN KERRY, would claim to 
have the best interests of America at 
heart. However, Mr. KERRY’s history 
tells a different story. 

Thirty-three years ago today, he 
stood before the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee disparaging, dispar-
aging our brave servicemen and 
-women as murderers. Yet today in 
pursuit of the Presidency of what he 
called a ‘‘hypocritical’’ Nation, he 
boasts of his service alongside them. 

Every man and woman who has stood 
in defense of our Nation deserves our 
thanks. But JOHN KERRY’s service does 
not excuse him from joining ranks with 
Jane Fonda and others in speaking ill 
of our troops or their service then or 
now. 

On the anniversary of these out-
rageous claims by JOHN KERRY, I be-
lieve we must remind the veterans of 
our United States Armed Forces, past, 
present, and future of our appreciation, 
of our thanks for their service to our 
military and our Nation. 

f 

JOHN KERRY SHOULD APOLOGIZE 
TO AMERICAN VETERANS 

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, 33 years ago today, John 
Kerry appeared before the Senate to 
talk about Vietnam. Many veterans, 
including myself as a veteran, view 
JOHN KERRY’s testimony that day as 
one of the worst public slanders ever 
against the valor and character of the 
American military. 

In a sad act of political theater, JOHN 
KERRY accused American soldiers of 
rape, torture, murder, and even offered 
up comparisons of Genghis Khan. What 
he said that day has been discredited. 
Some of the men used as sources for 
war crimes later were found to have 
never been to Vietnam. 

Yet just last Sunday on ‘‘Meet the 
Press,’’ JOHN KERRY failed to apologize 
for his extremist accusations. His 
words in 1971 are important because he 
used false information to turn public 
opinion against the men who were serv-
ing their country honorably, such as 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON), who survived 7 years as a 
POW in Vietnam. 

These troops returned to face unfair 
persecution, and John Kerry owes them 
an apology. 

In conclusion, may God bless our 
troops, and we will never forget Sep-
tember 11. 

f 

EARTH DAY 

(Mr. MICHAUD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 
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Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, today is 

Earth Day, and the President is coming 
to my home State of Maine to speak 
about the environment. 

Unfortunately, the administration 
has taken us backward in protecting 
the environment, and Maine is worse 
off because of it. In August, the EPA 
rolled back pollution controls for coal- 
burning plants in the Midwest and just 
recently announced plans to allow 
more mercury to be emitted into the 
air, just as we find that many parts of 
Maine do not meet quality air stand-
ards. 

This is not just bad for air. It is bad 
for jobs. When the EPA rolled back 
mercury regulations in August, hun-
dreds of pipe fitters were laid off be-
cause the pollution-control equipment 
they installed was no longer needed. 

Protecting our air is not a partisan 
issue. Clean air improves public health, 
saves money, and can create jobs for 
Americans. The administration cannot 
just ‘‘outsource’’ the responsibility for 
protecting our environment to another 
country. 

f 

JOHN KERRY AS COMMANDER IN 
CHIEF? 

(Mr. CUNNINGHAM asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
Colonel Bud Day, former Vietnam pris-
oner of war for over 6 years, recalls in 
his book on how Jane Fonda, Ramsey 
Clark, and JOHN KERRY energized the 
enemy through their accusations and 
hurt them as prisoners of war. 

Mr. Speaker, I was shot down over 
North Vietnam at that time. I can re-
member the anger and the disparaging 
remarks that JOHN KERRY made about 
our service. I remember the rage in all 
of us from his slander. 

I am proud of the men and women 
that I served with in Vietnam and 
those that are serving us at great risk 
today in Iraq and Afghanistan and all 
over the world. 

Even today, JOHN KERRY votes 
against defense, the military, veterans, 
and intelligence bills that would en-
force the safe return of our men and 
women. We do not need someone that 
would vote like a Jane Fonda as com-
mander in chief. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would remind Members that per-
sonal attacks on Members of the Sen-
ate do not comport with the rules of 
the House. 

f 

JOHN KERRY’S ACCUSATIONS 
AGAINST AMERICAN SOLDIERS 
IN VIETNAM 

(Mr. HUNTER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, when 
Americans watched U.S. troops take 
Baghdad through embedded media, 
they saw the American GI in his true 
character. They saw a GI who was com-
passionate, who was honorable, and 
who had great courage. In a way they 
saw also the GIs of Vietnam because in 
many cases those were the sons and 
grandsons and granddaughters of peo-
ple who had fought in Vietnam, people 
who had the same character, the same 
honor, the same courage. 

b 1100 

Yet we have had a person who is run-
ning for President, Senator JOHN 
KERRY, describe those people as having 
murdered 200,000 people in Vietnam, 
being stoned on pot 24 hours a day, 
that is he said 60 to 80 percent of them, 
and ravaging the country in a Genghis 
Khan-like fashion. 

I think Americans have a choice. If 
you feel that your son or daughter did 
those acts in Vietnam, if that was a 
true characteristic of American GI’s in 
Vietnam if you served in Vietnam, if 
you think your husband conducted 
himself in that fashion, perhaps you 
want to vote for JOHN KERRY. If you 
think that is a wild-eyed, nutty state-
ment that is not an appropriate state-
ment for somebody running for Presi-
dent of the United States, vote against 
JOHN KERRY. 

f 

TROUBLING REMARKS BY JOHN 
KERRY 

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today also to highlight some very trou-
bling remarks by JOHN KERRY, who is 
now seeking the Presidency of the 
United States, our Commander-in- 
Chief. 

In 1971, KERRY testified before a Sen-
ate committee that communism was 
not a real threat to the United States. 
He went so far as to say that the U.S. 
was ‘‘reacting under Cold War precepts 
which are no longer applicable.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, that was 1971. I think 
we can all agree the Cold War was very 
much applicable and continued to be 
for the next two decades. 

Now JOHN KERRY has the gall to com-
pare our efforts in Iraq to Vietnam. 

Mr. Speaker, as a veteran of Vietnam 
War, I take great offense to Mr. 
KERRY’s statements, then and now. Our 
efforts in Iraq have liberated millions 
of civilians from a brutal dictator that 
has used weapons of mass destruction 
against his own people. 

The world is a safer place without 
Saddam Hussein in power, and the 
United States is a safer place with 
President Bush as Commander-in- 
Chief. 

KERRY PLANS TO ELIMINATE 
SMALL BUSINESS FEDERAL CON-
TRACTS 

(Mrs. BLACKBURN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, the 
Nashville Business Journal recently 
ran an article entitled ‘‘Kerry Plan 
Would Cut 100,000 Government Con-
tracting Jobs.’’ This was reporting on 
JOHN KERRY’s plan to eliminate 100,000 
private sector contractor jobs. Appar-
ently, he does not feel that the private 
sector provides much bang for the tax-
payer buck. His solution is bigger gov-
ernment, less competition. 

According to the Professional Serv-
ices Council, small businesses would 
bear the brunt of KERRY’s return to big 
government. Last year, small busi-
nesses competed for and won $63 billion 
in government contracts, equaling 
more than 25 percent of the Federal 
Government’s contracting budget. 

Study after study has shown that 
contracting with our Nation’s small 
business sector reduces the cost to tax-
payers, conserving taxpayer dollars. 
That should trump favors to special in-
terests and big business any day. 

Mr. Speaker, those of us in touch 
with folks outside the Beltway know 
small businesses make this country 
run. 

f 

DISPARAGING THE HONORABLE 
SERVICE OF VIETNAM VETERANS 

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, 30 years 
ago a Vietnam veteran went to the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions and he delivered a stinging in-
dictment of our American troops, all of 
the American troops serving in Viet-
nam. He stated that murders and other 
crimes were ‘‘not isolated instances, 
but crimes committed on a day-to-day 
basis with the full awareness of officers 
at all levels of command.’’ 

That individual who alleged that our 
military openly and systematically 
violated the Geneva Conventions more 
than any other body is now running for 
President, and that is Senator KERRY. 

Many of these charges rose from the 
Winter Soldier Investigation, where ac-
tivists gathered to describe these war 
crimes. It was later learned that many 
of those who confessed these war 
crimes never served near a battlefield. 
It was a fraud. 

Senator KERRY disparaged the honor-
able service of all the countless vet-
erans who served in Vietnam with 
these charges, and he should apologize 
for what he said against his fellow vet-
erans. 

f 

IN DEFENSE OF JOHN KERRY 

(Mr. LARSON of Connecticut asked 
and was given permission to address 

VerDate mar 24 2004 04:19 Apr 23, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00031 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K22AP7.020 H22PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2300 April 22, 2004 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, especially with so many in 
the gallery today, I rise to defend JOHN 
KERRY from the onslaught on the floor 
today, a decorated veteran in Vietnam, 
a person who received three Purple 
Hearts and the Silver Star for serving 
with distinction. And now, because he 
is a candidate for President of the 
United States, he receives the unbri-
dled attack from the opposition. 

We ought to rise above this here on 
the floor of the House and across the 
Nation in this debate. What we need to 
do is focus on the issues that this coun-
try desperately needs to address, sen-
iors that need prescription drugs, peo-
ple that are out of work and unem-
ployed. 

What we need is leadership, the kind 
of leadership that JOHN KERRY provided 
in the fields of Vietnam, that he has 
provided with distinction in the United 
States Senate, and that he will provide 
as President of the United States. 

f 

THE BENEFITS OF MEDICARE’S 
NEW DRUG PROVISIONS 

(Mr. BLUNT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, for too 
long seniors have been paying extraor-
dinary high prescription drug costs 
with no relief measures in sight. But 
thanks to the recently signed Medicare 
and Prescription Drug Improvement 
and Modernization Act, Medicare will 
now provide drug cards to all seniors 
who need them at a cost ranging from 
a $30 maximum each year to free. 

These cards, even for those who 
would get them for free, are completely 
voluntary. They will be made available 
to seniors beginning June 1 of this 
year. Low-income seniors will have a 
$600 annual credit on their card. Sen-
iors can sign up for a Medicare-en-
dorsed discount card as early as May 3. 

Seniors are encouraged to find out 
what card is best for them by calling 1– 
800–MEDICARE and asking about drug 
savings. Seniors and their families can 
visit www.medicare.gov to find out 
more about which card is best for them 
where they live. 

Mr. Speaker, I encourage all seniors 
and people who care about them to in-
quire about enrollment, to see if this is 
a better plan for them, and to begin 
immediately saving on their drug 
costs. 

f 

CREDENTIALS NEEDED FOR THOSE 
ATTACKING JOHN KERRY 

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
came to the floor to talk about Earth 
Day, but listening to what is going on 
out here makes me think I will change 
my subject. 

I spent 2 years, 1968 to 1970, as a psy-
chiatrist in the United States Navy 
taking care of people who lived 
through what JOHN KERRY went to war 
about, and for anybody to come out 
here and attack his war record, you 
have to have pretty good credentials. 

Now, if you served and showed up for 
drills at your local National Guard, I 
think those would be acceptable cre-
dentials. But if you were in the Na-
tional Guard and you did not show up, 
you were AWOL for a whole year, you 
have got real nerve to start an attack 
on JOHN KERRY’s character. 

During that war many people on both 
sides of the issue, whether we should go 
to war or were against the war, acted 
bravely. But some people were simply 
not available. They never showed up 
for their flight physical. They were not 
there. 

f 

ATTACKS ON JOHN KERRY 
SHOULD NOT BE COUNTENANCED 

(Mr. INSLEE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
things America abhors is a sneak at-
tack. President Roosevelt in this 
Chamber described December 7 as a day 
that would live in infamy. 

What I saw a few minutes ago is a 
sneak attack on a Member of the U.S. 
Senate by a bunch of my colleagues 
who came down here and disparaged 
him, contrary to the rules of the 
House. The Speaker repeatedly admon-
ished them for violating the best tradi-
tions of this House, and my colleagues 
continually came to the Chamber to 
continually violate those traditions of 
this House. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to give notice 
that we have a long time in this elec-
tion period coming up, and we have 
problems deciding what we are going to 
do about Iraq, and it is not going to 
help us if we turn this into a Chamber 
of personal assassination. 

Let me just say, there is a lot of 
nerve in this Chamber attacking a guy 
who has a Bronze Star, a Silver Star 
and Purple Hearts in the tradition of 
his Nation, and it should not be coun-
tenanced by the Speaker ever under 
any circumstances, whether Democrats 
are in the Chamber to object or not. 

f 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I just want to raise a question. Is it 
proper, is it appropriate, is it a viola-
tion of House rules for Members of this 
body to attack Members of the other 
body by name? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. When a 
Member of the Senate is a presumptive 
nominee for President, it is proper and 
fair to speak about the Senator’s 

record, but not to make personal at-
tacks. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
it is my understanding this person is 
not even the nominee of his party yet. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has not purported to identify an 
actual nominee. 

f 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I have a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman will state it. 
Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, is it ap-

propriate for the Speaker, who presides 
over this Chamber, when there is a 
clear and direct personal attack using 
personally disparaging comments 
about a Member of the United States 
Senate on a repeated basis, is it appro-
priate or allowable for the Speaker to 
interject and prohibit that activity, 
even without a Member of the Chamber 
expressing a concern? 

In other words, does the Speaker 
have the ability to exercise preemptory 
power to enforce the rules of this 
House when there is a sneak attack 
disparaging the personal integrity of a 
U.S. Senator? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is 
the Speaker’s role, and the Member 
should have seen the Chair admonish 
those not following the rules. 

f 

HONORING THE GARDEN GROVE 
ELKS CLUB 

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission 
to address the House for 1 minute and 
to revise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor the Garden Grove Elks Lodge 
1952 for their contributions to my com-
munity of Garden Grove, California. 

The Garden Grove Elks Club is just 
one of thousands of Elks chapters 
across this Nation. They operate on the 
ideals of charity and patriotism, con-
tributing to schools, police and fire de-
partments, and also working with their 
youth in their community. 

The Elks Club consists only of volun-
teers, those citizens who strive to 
make a difference based solely on the 
goodness of their heart. 

I would also like to recognize Elks 
Lodge 1952’s newly installed officers: 
Dave Offhaus, Dave Skelton, Gary 
Mueller, Randy Barrows, Lynn Johnson 
and Jim Faulkner. I wish these new of-
ficers much luck in the coming year, 
and I would also like to extend my ap-
preciation for all that they do for our 
community. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will clarify what he had said to 
the gentleman from Washington. 

In the event that a Member does need 
to be interrupted for improper ref-
erences to presidential and nominated 
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candidates, the Chair will interrupt the 
Member and admonish the Member if 
he is not in comportment with the 
rules. 

f 

MAKING IN ORDER AMENDMENT 
IN LIEU OF AMENDMENT 3 
PRINTED IN HOUSE REPORT 108– 
466 DURING CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 2844, CONTINUITY IN REP-
RESENTATION ACT OF 2004 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker I ask unanimous consent that 
during consideration of H.R. 2844, pur-
suant to House Resolution 602, the 
committee amendment in the nature of 
a substitute recommended by the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be considered 
as the original bill for the purpose of 
amendment, and the amendment I have 
placed at the desk be in order in lieu of 
the amendment printed in part B of 
House Report 108–466 and numbered 3. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

An amendment offered in lieu of amend-
ment No. 3 printed in House Report No. 108– 
466 offered by Mr. SKELTON of Missouri: In 
section 26(b) of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States, as proposed to be added by 
the bill, add at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(5) PROTECTING ABILITY OF ABSENT MILI-
TARY AND OVERSEAS VOTERS TO PARTICIPATE 
IN SPECIAL ELECTIONS.— 

‘‘(A) DEADLINE FOR TRANSMITTAL OF ABSEN-
TEE BALLOTS.—In conducting a special elec-
tion held under this subsection to fill a va-
cancy in its representation, the State shall 
ensure to the greatest extent practicable (in-
cluding through the use of electronic means) 
that absentee ballots for the election are 
transmitted to absent uniformed services 
voters and overseas voters (as such terms are 
defined in the Uniformed and Overseas Citi-
zens Absentee Voting Act) not later than 15 
days after the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives announces that the vacancy ex-
ists. 

‘‘(B) PERIOD FOR BALLOT TRANSIT TIME.— 
Notwithstanding the deadlines referred to in 
paragraphs (2) and (3), in the case of an indi-
vidual who is an absent uniformed services 
voter or an overseas voter (as such terms are 
defined in the Uniformed and Overseas Citi-
zens Absentee Voting Act), a State shall ac-
cept and process any otherwise valid ballot 
or other election material from the voter so 
long as the ballot or other material is re-
ceived by the appropriate State election offi-
cial not later than 45 days after the State 
transmits the ballot or other material to the 
voter.’’. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington (dur-
ing the reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered read and printed in 
the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the original request of the 
gentleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

CONTINUITY IN REPRESENTATION 
ACT OF 2004 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 602 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2844) to re-
quire States to hold special elections to fill 
vacancies in the House of Representatives 
not later than 21 days after the vacancy is 
announced by the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives in extraordinary cir-
cumstances, and for other purposes. The first 
reading of the bill shall be dispensed with. 
Points of order against consideration of the 
bill for failure to comply with clause 3(c)(4) 
of rule XIII are waived. General debate shall 
be confined to the bill and shall not exceed 60 
minutes, with 40 minutes equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on House 
Administration and 20 minutes equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on the Judiciary. After general debate the 
bill shall be considered for amendment under 
the five-minute rule. It shall be in order to 
consider as an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment under the five-minute rule the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on the Judici-
ary now printed in the bill, modified by the 
amendment printed in part A of the report of 
the Committee on Rules accompanying this 
resolution. That amendment in the nature of 
a substitute shall be considered as read. No 
amendment to that amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute shall be in order except 
those printed in part B of the report of the 
Committee on Rules. Each such amendment 
may be offered only in the order printed in 
the report, may be offered only by a Member 
designated in the report, shall be considered 
as read, shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent, 
shall not be subject to amendment, and shall 
not be subject to a demand for division of the 
question in the House or in the Committee of 
the Whole. All points of order against such 
amendments are waived. At the conclusion 
of consideration of the bill for amendment 
the Committee shall rise and report the bill 
to the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted. Any Member may de-
mand a separate vote in the House on any 
amendment adopted in the Committee of the 
Whole to the bill or to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute made in order as origi-
nal text. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. 

b 1115 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LAHOOD). The gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. HASTINGS) is recognized for 
1 hour. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, for the purpose of debate 
only, I yield the customary 30 minutes 
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FROST), pending which I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. During 
consideration of this resolution, all 

time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only. 

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, House Resolution 602 is a 
structured rule providing for the con-
sideration of H.R. 2844, the Continuity 
in Representation Act of 2004. The rule 
provides 60 minutes of general debate 
with 40 minutes equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee 
on House Administration and 20 min-
utes equally divided and controlled by 
the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

The rule waives all points of order 
against consideration of the bill for 
failure to comply with clause 3(c)(4) of 
rule XIII requiring the inclusion of 
general performance goals and objec-
tives in a committee report. 

The unanimous consent request just 
agreed to provides that the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on the 
Judiciary now printed in the bill shall 
be considered as an original bill for the 
purpose of amendment which shall be 
considered as read. 

The original text for purpose of the 
amendment will not include the text of 
part A of the Committee on Rules re-
port. The unanimous consent agree-
ment also makes in order the bipar-
tisan amendment of the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON), the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT), and 
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
MALONEY) in lieu of the Skeleton- 
Maloney amendment printed in part B 
of the Committee on Rules report. 

The rule provides that the amend-
ments made in order shall be offered 
only in the order printed in the report, 
may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report, shall be consid-
ered as read, shall be debatable for the 
time specified in the report equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent 
and an opponent, shall not be subject 
to amendment, and shall not be subject 
to a demand for division of the ques-
tion in the whole House or in the Com-
mittee of the Whole. 

Finally, the rule waives all points of 
order against the amendments printed 
in the report and provides for one mo-
tion to recommit with or without in-
structions. 

Mr. Speaker, the tragic events of 
September 11, 2001, made clear that, as 
much as we might wish otherwise, at 
some point in the future it may be nec-
essary to replace a large number of 
Members of this body killed in some 
type of a terrorist attack. 

As my colleagues know, the Con-
stitution has always required that the 
vacancies in the House, no matter how 
many or what their cause, be filled 
only by popular election of the people. 
The timing of such special elections is 
set on a state-by-state basis. Some 
States require that congressional va-
cancies be filled relatively quickly 
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while others it takes quite a few 
months before a special election is 
held. 

Such disparities are little cause for 
concern when vacancies are few and far 
between, as has thankfully been the 
case throughout the long history of 
this body. In those cases, only the citi-
zens of a district temporarily left with-
out representation are adversely af-
fected until that vacancy is filled. 

However, Mr. Speaker, we face a grim 
new reality today. The reality is that 
so many vacancies might suddenly 
occur in the House that our ability to 
function and to be confident that the 
decisions made in this Chamber reflect 
the broad desires of the American peo-
ple, as expressed by their ballots, could 
be severely impaired. 

That harsh new reality must be faced 
squarely. This, after all, is a national 
government and we are the Nation’s 
legislature exercising national respon-
sibilities. We must be able to act in the 
best interest of the Nation, and never 
more so than following a major catas-
trophe. No longer, Mr. Speaker, do we 
have the luxury of leaving it to the 50 
States to decide when it would be pos-
sible to fully reconstitute the people’s 
House in the wake of a deadly tragedy. 

My colleagues will recall that after 
the attacks of September 11 the House 
passed H. Res. 559 expressing the sense 
of the House that each State should ex-
amine its existing statutes, practices, 
and procedures governing special elec-
tions so that in the event of cata-
strophic vacancies in the House, those 
vacancies might be filled in a timely 
fashion. Regrettably, Mr. Speaker, 
only one State, the State of California, 
has responded to that request and 
changed its election laws to provide for 
expedited special elections in the wake 
of a catastrophe. 

I should note also, Mr. Speaker, that 
the impetus for that resolution was in 
part work done by a bipartisan task 
force chaired by the House Republican 
Policy Committee chairman, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. COX), and 
my colleague across the aisle, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. FROST), who 
then served as the chairman of the 
Democratic Policy Committee. The 
Cox-Frost task force met regularly 
during the 107th Congress to consider a 
wide range of issues following under 
the umbrella of the ‘‘continuity of Con-
gress.’’ Since then I am pleased that a 
number of Members on both sides of 
the aisle have continued this impor-
tant dialogue, seeking neither personal 
gain nor partisan advantage. After all, 
surely no Member’s election will be 
won or lost over this issue, nor should 
it. 

The bill we will consider today rep-
resents but one part of a comprehen-
sive strategy for preparing for the un-
thinkable. For that is what we are 
doing, preparing for the unthinkable. 
And prepare we must. H.R. 2844 is a key 
element of that strategy. We simply 
must make it possible for the people to 
reconstitute the people’s House as 

quickly as possible if a large portion of 
this body is suddenly deceased. 

To be sure, there are other equally 
important continuity issues still to be 
addressed. We must, for example, con-
sider appropriate responses in the 
event that a large number of Members 
are incapacitated rather than killed. 
Certainly in a time of chemical, bio-
logical, and radiological weapons, that 
is a potential scenario that cannot be 
ignored. 

In order to act, the Constitution re-
quires the House to achieve a quorum 
of Members, a quorum of a majority of 
all Members living and sworn. When a 
Member dies or resigns, the Speaker 
under the rules adjusts the quorum. 
However, the Framers never con-
templated and made no provision for 
the need to adjust the required quorum 
when a large number of Members are 
still living but unable to carry out, 
temporarily or otherwise, the duties of 
the office. Simply put, under current 
law, if more than half the House were 
to become incapacitated, yet not de-
ceased, the House would be unable to 
act at a time when the need to do so 
could hardly be greater. 

Therefore, I am pleased, Mr. Speaker, 
to advise my colleagues that this com-
plex issue of incapacitation will be the 
subject of a hearing to be held next 
week by the House Committee on Rules 
under the chairman, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DREIER), whose 
personal involvement and leadership on 
these issues, frankly, has gone largely 
unreported, but has contributed im-
measurably to this important con-
tinuity in Congress effort. 

Indeed, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER) and the Committee 
on the Judiciary chairman, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER), are the principal authors of 
the bill which will shortly be before us, 
the Continuity Representation Act of 
2004. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2844, which was re-
ported favorably by both the Com-
mittee on House Administration and 
the Committee on the Judiciary, pro-
vides for the expedited special election 
of new members to fill seats left vacant 
due to extraordinary circumstances. 
Such circumstances would be deemed 
to exist when the Speaker announces 
that vacancies in the House exceed 100 
Members, in other words, more than 
100 Members of this body have been 
killed. When such extraordinary cir-
cumstances occur, a special election 
must be held within 45 days unless a 
regularly scheduled election is to occur 
within 75 days. 

The bill provides political parties 
with a 10-day window in which to nomi-
nate candidates and sets forth judicial 
review procedures for announcements 
by the Speaker regarding those vacan-
cies. 

The Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates that H.R. 2844 would have no sig-
nificant impact on the Federal budget. 
Although the bill does contain an un-
funded mandate, this mandate does not 

exceed the threshold amount estab-
lished in the Unfunded Mandates Re-
form Act. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, let me ac-
knowledge that there are some Mem-
bers in this Chamber who believe that 
we should amend the Constitution to 
permit the immediate appointment of 
replacements in the event that a trag-
edy as I described should occur. That is 
not my position, Mr. Speaker, for I 
share the framers’ love for their ideal 
of a House of Representatives of the 
people, for the people, and elected by 
the people. 

But I do sincerely believe that our 
colleagues who support the constitu-
tional amendment deserve an oppor-
tunity for consideration of the merits 
of that approach. Many Members will 
be pleased to learn that we have been 
assured that such an opportunity will 
take place in the very near future. 

At the same time, I think equally im-
portant would be to provide supporters 
of expedited special elections an oppor-
tunity to consider their legislation. 
Those who disagree should bear in 
mind that enacting this bill that we 
are going to take up today will do lit-
tle or nothing to affect the odds of a 
constitutional amendment of con-
tinuity being adopted and eventually 
ratified. 

And, for at least several years, nei-
ther approach precludes the other. Be-
cause let us be completely honest 
about this: even if successful, under the 
best circumstances, it takes several 
years to amend the Constitution. So in 
the meantime does it not make sense 
to do the work that we can within our 
existing constitutional framework to 
prepare for the worst? 

Mr. Speaker, that is the question 
that can only be answered by the en-
tire House. Accordingly, I urge my col-
leagues to support the rule for the con-
sideration of H.R. 2844 so that the im-
portant debate may begin. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

(Mr. FROST asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, it has been 
over 21⁄2 years since terrorists com-
mandeered four airplanes and killed 
3,000 people in New York, Washington, 
and Pennsylvania. The events of Sep-
tember 11, 2001, made it abundantly 
clear that the United States is not im-
mune from attack. But I am deeply 
concerned that for most Members of 
the House that day did not make a 
deep enough impression about what 
might happen if this institution or its 
Members were successfully targeted by 
terrorists or other enemies of our de-
mocracy. United Flight 93 was headed 
here. Had it not been for the brave 
souls on that plane who fought the ter-
rorists who took over their flight, this 
very building could have been de-
stroyed. Had Flight 93 not been taken 
down in the field in Pennsylvania, a 
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large number of Members might have 
been killed. 

On September 11, 2001, we did not 
have a procedure in place to reconsti-
tute this body. And on April 22, 2004, we 
still lack such a plan. I am sad to say, 
Mr. Speaker, that the bill before us 
today does not give us a viable plan. 
And the manner in which this bill is 
being brought to the floor does a dis-
service to the very serious issue of con-
tinuity of government. 

The very fact that the chairman of 
the Committee on the Judiciary has 
chosen to push this remedy to the ex-
clusion of any other idea shows that 
the leadership of this House has chosen 
to make this a partisan issue. And the 
stability of our government and its in-
stitutions should not now, or ever, be-
come a partisan issue. 

In the spring of 2001, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. COX) and I co- 
chaired a bipartisan working group 
that sought to examine the issues in 
play. No Member in the history of this 
body has ever taken the oath of office 
without first having been elected by 
the people. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, would the 
gentleman yield? I wanted to clarify 
one point that my friend was making. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER) 
will have time. I need to finish my 
statement, but then I will be glad to 
yield. 
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Mr. FROST. Given that no Member 
in the history of this body has ever 
taken the oath of office without first 
having been elected by the people, the 
group focused on what might have been 
done within the law or with statutory 
amendments to replenish the House in 
the event of a catastrophe. 

We had on a bipartisan basis serious 
and thoughtful discussions. We made 
modest but important changes to the 
rules of House that aid the Speaker in 
the event of a catastrophe. We passed a 
resolution that called on the States to 
put into place procedures by which ex-
pedited elections might be conducted 
in the event that a large number of 
Members are killed. 

But the members of the working 
group grappled with much larger 
issues, that of incapacitation, if it 
would be possible to skirt the constitu-
tional requirements for election 
through statutory changes, the judicial 
review of decisions made by a House 
composed of only a few Members. 

We soon realized that those Members 
as well as many others needed to be ad-
dressed by the committees of jurisdic-
tion. We had high hopes of a thought-
ful, serious, nonpartisan debate and se-
rious issues. What we got instead was a 
poorly thought out and wholly inad-
equate response to the questions we 
raised 2 years ago. 

I know the Chair of the committee 
will want to seek recognition in a mo-
ment, and I will acknowledge that the 
Chair said yesterday that the Com-

mittee on the Judiciary will mark up a 
constitutional amendment in the im-
mediate future, and for that we are 
very grateful. Unfortunately, that 
amendment is not here on the floor, 
and we do not know when that amend-
ment will actually have the oppor-
tunity to be voted on upon the floor. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FROST. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, let me 
clarify again the statement that I 
made when this question came forward. 

The chairman of the Committee on 
the Judiciary is here on the floor, and, 
as you know, in the past couple of 
weeks he and I have been discussing 
and I have shared those conversations, 
and the chairman has indicated his 
willingness to at the next markup the 
Committee on the Judiciary holds, 
they will mark up the constitutional 
amendments that you all put forward. 

And I think it is also very important 
for us to note that we have been seek-
ing, having worked with the task force 
that the gentleman and my colleague, 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
COX), shared to work in a bipartisan 
way on this, and I know from having 
had discussions with friends on the 
gentleman’s side of the aisle that there 
is, in fact, bipartisan support for the 
effort that we are proceeding with 
here. And that is one of reasons that as 
we look at the structure of this rule, 
we did make in order amendments of-
fered by Democrats. 

I see my friend, the gentleman from 
Connecticut (Mr. LARSON), here who 
has a thoughtful one. I know the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. BAIRD) 
has been working on this issue as well. 
I will say to my friends, bipartisanship 
is something that we have been seeking 
on this, and I hope at the end of the 
day we will be able to find that. 

Mr. FROST. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Speaker, the issue is of serious 
magnitude. While the chairman of the 
Committee on the Judiciary has indi-
cated he will mark up a constitutional 
amendment, we have no assurance that 
that amendment will be considered on 
the floor by this body in a timely man-
ner this year. 

Let me, if I may, address comments 
not just to the chairman of the com-
mittee and the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, but to all the 
Members of this House. The reason 
that some of us and many of us feel 
that this legislative approach is inad-
equate, and that a constitutional ap-
proach is the only one that can serve 
this country, is that if a number of 
Members were killed in a common dis-
aster, the period of time that would 
pass before this House could be recon-
stituted under the bill that is being 
voted on today is unacceptable. We 
would find ourselves without a func-
tioning Congress perhaps for months 
under this bill. 

Now, there is an historical anomaly 
in our Constitution that provides that 

Members of the Senate when they die 
can be replaced by an appointment of a 
Governor, and there is no such proce-
dure in the Constitution for Members 
of the House. The reason for, the gen-
tleman will have plenty of time, the 
reason for this historical anomaly is 
that when the Constitution was origi-
nally drafted, Members of the Senate 
were chosen by appointment. They 
were appointed by their State legisla-
tures, and when we went from an ap-
pointed Senate to direct election of the 
Senate, the power of Governors to re-
place Senators was continued. 

There was no such provision for 
Members of the House. That does not 
mean that in this 21st century today 
that there should not be such a proce-
dure. The fear is that if a large number 
of Members were to be killed in a com-
mon disaster, that the Congress could 
not function in a timely manner when 
the country would most need a Con-
gress. 

Now, there is a second unfortunate 
aspect of current law. Under current 
law, a quorum of the House of Rep-
resentatives is a majority of those 
Members living and sworn into office, 
sworn and living, so that if, of the 435 
Members of the House, if, for sake of 
argument, 400 were to be killed in a 
common disaster, and 5 survived be-
cause they were not present in the 
Chamber at the time of the disaster or 
for whatever reason, 3 Members of 
those remaining 5 would constitute a 
quorum. And you could say, well, then 
the Congress could continue to func-
tion with those 5 Members. 

The question that I would pose is 
would decisions made by three individ-
uals be respected by the country at a 
time of crisis? We have to provide for 
continuity in our government, and for 
us to pretend that a terrible disaster 
like this could never happen, and we all 
hope that it never happens and trust 
that it never happens, but for us to pre-
tend that it could not happen, and that 
if it did happen, oh, we would have a 
leisurely pace of months to replace 
Congress during that time does a dis-
service to our form of government and 
to the people that we represent. 

Now, there are disputes and concerns 
on the type of constitutional amend-
ments, on how you provide for the 
prompt, orderly replacements of Mem-
bers. People have different views on 
that. Some people feel that the Gov-
ernor should be able to appoint their 
replacements just as the Governor can 
appoint a Senator. Others feel that the 
Members in advance should be able to 
put a list, put together a list and des-
ignate who their successor would be, or 
perhaps have a list and the Governor 
chooses from that list. There are a lot 
of provisions that could be considered. 

What we are saying is that this 
House now, not a couple of months 
from now or a couple of years from 
now, should face up to this hard deci-
sion, should consider a constitutional 
amendment on this issue, submit it to 
the people so that if, God forbid, there 

VerDate mar 24 2004 03:25 Apr 23, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00035 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K22AP7.035 H22PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2304 April 22, 2004 
were a disaster in which all or substan-
tially all the Members of the House 
were killed in a terrorist attack, that 
our government would go on. If we do 
not do this, then we will cede total 
power and authority to the executive 
branch, if there is an executive branch 
at the end of a common disaster, and 
presumably there would be in some 
form, and there would be no func-
tioning legislative branch for a period 
of months. 

That is why many of us, and I will 
complete my statement, the other side 
has plenty of time to make their 
points, that is why many of us feel this 
legislation is inadequate and is a poor-
ly thought out response to a situation 
that, while we hope never happens, 
could put this country and our form of 
government in serious jeopardy. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER), the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Rules, a 
gentleman who has worked extremely 
hard on this continuity issue. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. I 
appreciate his very, very thoughtful 
opening statement. 

I want to thank my friend, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER), the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on the Judiciary 
with whom I have been privileged to 
work with on this; the whip; I men-
tioned my friends, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. FROST) and my colleague, 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
COX) who in the last Congress chaired a 
task force on this. I know the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. BAIRD) 
and the gentleman from Connecticut 
(Mr. LARSON) are very thoughtful Mem-
bers who have spent a great deal of 
time contemplating this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, September 11 of 2001, as 
we all know, was a devastating day for 
our Nation. It really launched the glob-
al war on terrorism. It changed all of 
our lives. And many of us had not pon-
dered the thought of this Capitol being 
under attack. I was, in fact, the last 
person to leave this building on Sep-
tember 11 of 2001, and I did so when one 
of the guards said that there was a 
plane they had lost contact with, and 
it was headed right towards this build-
ing, and it ended up being the plane 
that was very courageously taken 
down by those passengers into the 
ground in Pennsylvania. 

Since that time, Mr. Speaker, a great 
deal has been done focusing on this 
issue of what would happen if we were 
to see a tremendous loss of life of Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives. 

We know that almost immediately 
the Speaker of the House took some 
steps. He established the ability to ad-
journ to an alternative place and to de-
clare an emergency recess, the ability 
to effect a joint leadership recall from 
a period of adjournment through des-

ignees, and requires the Speaker to 
submit to the Clerk a list of designees 
to act in the case of a vacancy in the 
office of the Speaker. 

These are actions that the Speaker 
has taken codifying a number of impor-
tant things, including the quorum pro-
vision, which does allow us to continue 
our work. 

As I listen to the remarks by my 
friend from Dallas (Mr. FROST), the 
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I do think it is impor-
tant to note that we do have a bi-
cameral Legislature, and the United 
States House of Representatives does 
not operate unilaterally. So there 
would, even if we went through a pe-
riod of time, and I would say it would 
not be months. Our legislation that the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER) and I have calls for spe-
cial elections to be held within 45 days 
following that disaster. 

Let me say that the legislation that 
we do have addresses a number of very 
important issues, but I want to get to 
this issue of service here, representa-
tion, and what our framers went 
through on this question. 

When I was an undergraduate, I had a 
professor, with whom I spoke last 
night, who pounded the Federalist Pa-
pers into me. It was after that great 
Constitutional Convention, and I re-
member when we marked the bicenten-
nial of the Connecticut Compromise, 
and the House of Representatives con-
vened in Philadelphia on July 16 of 1987 
to mark that. It was the Connecticut 
Compromise that established this bi-
cameral Legislature, which is a very, 
very important thing for us to note. 

And what I did last night is I went 
through and I started rereading the 
Federalist, and I went to some of the 
items that were mentioned, Federalists 
52 through 57, where James Madison 
talked at length about this institution. 
And some of the things that I believe 
are important for us to note on this as 
we look at the work of James Madison 
is that he talked about as he was justi-
fying the Constitution this importance 
of the institution being elected, and a 
couple of items that he raised. 

He said in Federalist number 53, 
‘‘Where elections end tyranny begins.’’ 

As my friend, the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. HASTINGS), pointed 
out, it was very clear that this House is 
the only Federal office where no one 
has ever served without having first 
been elected. And they talked about 
the fact that this is the body of the 
people. The other body is the body of 
the States. Madison in Federalist 52 
wrote, ‘‘It is essential to liberty that 
the government in general should have 
a common interest with the people, so 
it is particularly essential that the 
branch of it under consideration should 
have an immediate dependence on and 
an intimate sympathy with the people. 
Frequent elections are unquestionably 
the only policy by which this depend-
ence and sympathy can be effectually 
secured.’’ 

He went on in Federalist 57 to write, 
‘‘Who are to be the electors of the Fed-
eral representatives? Not the rich more 
than the poor, not the learned more 
than the ignorant, not the haughty airs 
of distinguished names more than the 
humble sons of obscurity and 
unpropitious fortune. The electors are 
to be the great body of the people of 
the United States.’’ 

And Madison rejected the idea that 
appointment of Members is acceptable 
to the American public. He said, ‘‘The 
right of suffrage is certainly one of the 
fundamental articles of democratic 
government and ought not be regulated 
by the Legislature. A gradual 
abridgement of this right has been the 
mode in which aristocracies have been 
built on the ruin of popular reforms.’’ 

I think it is very important for us to 
understand that there have been times 
in our Nation’s history where we have 
faced even greater difficulty than we 
do today, and that was the Civil War. If 
we think back to the time of the Civil 
War, this Capital was surrounded by 
troops who were threatening our very 
being. And yet President Abraham Lin-
coln proceeded with elections, under-
standing how critically important that 
is for our Republic’s survival. 
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That is why when we look at some of 
these options, the stand-in provision, 
whereby Members of the House would 
actually select their successors if they 
were to lose their life, we ask about the 
challenges that would be before us. 
Will stand-ins be responsible for pass-
ing laws, declaring war, or suspending 
habeas corpus or perhaps both? Will 
stand-ins be running for office in spe-
cial elections? Would those follow soon 
after their appointments? What incen-
tive does someone who has gotten into 
this House by appointment have to, in 
fact, be responsible to the people? Is it 
possible that we could, through in-
trigue or cabal, see some make an at-
tempt to prevent the prospect of elec-
tions in the future? 

I just believe that when we take this 
very, very unique institution, the peo-
ple’s House, where no one has served 
without having been elected and move 
in that direction away from elections, 
we threaten the very basis on which 
this institution is founded. So that is 
why, as we look at this tough chal-
lenge, this legislation is the most re-
sponsible way to deal with it. 

If we look at the loss of more than 
100 Members, the idea of having the 
States hold special elections in that 45- 
day period is something that is doable. 
My State of California went through 
last year an unprecedented time. We 
had the recall of a Governor; and with 
the election that took place, it was 55 
days after we saw certification, and it 
was not a single congressional district 
where 644,000 people reside and there 
are two to three candidates. We had 125 
candidates on the ballot, and we have a 
State of 35 million people; and I am 
happy to say that that election came 
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off without a hitch. Many people had 
predicted doom and the fact that it 
could not work; and that is why I be-
lieve that for us to deal with this situa-
tion, if we do see tremendous loss of 
Members of Congress, this country will 
have suffered greatly. 

I am convinced as we look at the 
struggles taking place in Iraq today 
that the building of a democratic insti-
tution is something that is very impor-
tant; and I am convinced, too, that fol-
lowing a tragedy, after people are feed-
ing their families and getting a roof 
over their head, choosing their leader 
is a very important key to success and 
proceeding and survival; and that is 
why I believe that this legislation 
would, in fact, provide us an oppor-
tunity to do that. 

We are going to have a great chance 
for rigorous debate today, and I will 
say that it is because I believe that 
Members of the minority who are pro-
ponents of the amendment to the Con-
stitution, that I did get in contact with 
the chairman of the Committee on the 
Judiciary and asked him to do this, 
and he agreed very readily to at his 
next markup, as I just said, report out 
the constitutional amendment. 

While I am not in a position to guar-
antee, I would say to my friend from 
Dallas, to say exactly when this would 
be scheduled, we are trying to have a 
full debate on the constitutional 
amendment on the floor, but as the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) said in his opening remarks, 
it seems to me to be very important for 
us to use the structure that exists for 
us today, and that is, the legislative 
structure, to deal with this. 

This legislation may not be the pan-
acea, but I think that it is so impor-
tant to realize again, Madison said, 
‘‘When elections end, tyranny begins,’’ 
we should do everything we possibly 
can to make sure that we keep the very 
precious election process. 

I thank my friend for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER. I know the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. FROST) has time, but I 
yield to the gentleman from Wash-
ington. 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s reference to 
Madison. I have spent a fair bit of time 
studying Mr. Madison as well. 

My question would be, where in the 
Federalist Papers or in the entire body 
of information from the Constitutional 
Convention do we see provisions for 
how this body should deal with the 
complete elimination of its Members or 
for how the executive branch should 
function in the absence of a constitu-
tional quorum within the Congress? 

Mr. DREIER. If I could reclaim my 
time, what I would say is that the Civil 
War was a time when this Republic 
faced its greatest threat, greater than 
the threat that we face today, and the 
answer that was provided at that point 
by President Lincoln was to proceed 

with elections, and so, of course, there 
was tremendous uncertainty at the 
founding. We saw all kinds of chal-
lenges, but Madison continued to go 
back time and time again. 

He argued at first for annual elec-
tions and then they ended up with this 
issue of biennial elections, and so we 
have had the Speaker establish this 
quorum requirement. 

My friend says it is true that it is 
possible that very few Members could 
be serving here in the House; but with-
in 45 days, those special elections 
would be held under the structure that 
we have, and there would be a chance 
for us to deal with those issues. 

I would say that I somewhat rhetori-
cally ask what issues would we be deal-
ing with here in the House of Rep-
resentatives? Health care? a tax issue? 
No, we would be dealing with the crisis 
that would be before us at that time, 
and that is why I am convinced that 
the best way to do that is to have the 
people’s representatives make that de-
cision, and I am convinced that that 
could happen within a short period of 
time. 

I thank my friend for his contribu-
tion, and let me again compliment him 
for all the time and energy he has put 
in the effort. 

I thank my friend for yielding this 
time, and I look forward to our debate. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 1 minute. 

Mr. Speaker, this is as serious a mat-
ter as we could have before the House. 
We run the risk of becoming a herd of 
ostriches in putting our heads in the 
sand. 

This is not the 18th century. This is 
not the 19th century. It is not even the 
20th century anymore. It is the 21st 
century. No one in the 18th century or 
the 19th century could have con-
templated the type of terrorist act that 
could potentially eliminate at one time 
all or virtually all the elected Members 
of this House. We hope that never oc-
curs, but for us to ignore the possi-
bility that it could occur in the 21st 
century does a great disservice to the 
American people. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
LARSON). 

(Mr. LARSON of Connecticut asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to compliment the 
gentleman from Texas and associate 
myself with his remarks. 

I rise to reject, without prejudice or 
malice, the previous question, the rule, 
and the underlying bill. As has been 
mentioned, this is not partisan dis-
agreement because the issue does not 
advantage or disadvantage either 
party. This is a disagreement on the 
wisdom of the proposed policy. I am 
against the bill because it fails to cor-
rect the most egregious problems 
caused by forcing all States to conduct 
elections within 45 days of the Speak-
er’s announcement of mass Member fa-
talities. 

Regardless of how one feels about a 
constitutional amendment to address 
congressional continuity, we should de-
feat this bill because it will not work 
in practice and does not address the 
need to ‘‘stand up’’ the Congress imme-
diately following a disaster. It does not 
support the immediate restoration of 
representative democracy, a key ele-
ment in the Connecticut Compromise, 
noting that as important as it is that 
the people elect representatives, it is 
equally important to note that the peo-
ple they send here represent the 
States. 

I want the Members in this body, be-
cause this is a difficult and complex 
issue, to understand its complexity; 
and the best way that I have seen to re-
late this to Members is to evoke two 
images in their mind. 

The first image is that of Members of 
this body, huddled in the Capitol Police 
office, waiting to hear word of what 
happened from our leaders who were 
somewhere, and who later that after-
noon conveyed to us over the phone 
what had transpired and what hap-
pened and asked that this body not re-
turn here to the Capitol, out of con-
cerns for safety. The Members there re-
jected that overwhelmingly, and came 
en masse—and in one of the most re-
markable and memorable moments in 
our history—stood on the steps of the 
House—united. It is a moment I will al-
ways cherish and remember, and I want 
my colleagues to reflect on that, it was 
an important symbol that we sent out 
to our people. Immediately standing 
there, Democrat and Republican, Sen-
ate and House, all united. 

The other image is this: not too long 
after that event, we convened in this 
House, a joint caucus called by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Speaker 
HASTERT) and the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Minority Leader GEPHARDT). The 
issue was different. It dealt with an-
thrax. There were concerns, purport-
edly a deal had been agreed to, signed 
off by the President and the Senate, 
that because of concerns as they re-
lated to safety, that we would close 
down this Chamber, and people would 
go home. 

It was not met agreeably amongst 
the caucus. But our leaders appealed to 
our better angels, and we agreed to go 
home. The Senate did not. Recall, if 
you will, how you and your colleagues 
felt viscerally when the papers re-
ported that the Senate was here, and 
the House had gone home. 

I asked the Committee on Rules to 
make four amendments in order. The 
Committee on Rules only made two in 
order. My two proposed amendments, 
which were taken prisoner by the com-
mittee, would have allowed States to 
use their regular means of selecting 
candidates, and would have avoided 
trampling on 40 years of voting rights 
laws. 

Under this bill, political parties must 
select candidates within 10 days of the 
Speaker’s declaration, or give up their 
place on the ballot. So much for the 
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participatory process of candidate se-
lection. 

In my heart, and I thought it was 
great discussion in front of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I agree with what the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MCGOVERN) had to say. He suggested in 
the Committee on Rules that this issue 
is of such gravity, and such impor-
tance, that it actually transcends the 
normal committee processes, and that, 
in a joint committee, much like the 
one that the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. HASTERT) and the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT) called, we 
should discuss this issue amongst our-
selves. 

These are complex issues that require 
us to examine them throughly, but I do 
not believe the underlying bill provides 
that. Some of the things eloquently ad-
dressed by the gentlemen who are pro-
posing the underlying bill, do protect, 
do promote, and do give great glory to 
this body and its grand tradition. 

Others have spoken equally elo-
quently on that issue as well, in talk-
ing about the need for representative 
democracy to be promptly installed, 
while making sure that in fulfilling the 
mission of having people duly elected, 
we do not trample on the democratic 
rights and the processes by not allow-
ing enough time. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Speaker, how much time remains on 
both sides? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. HASTINGS) has 6 minutes 
remaining. The gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. FROST) has 14 minutes remaining. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I reserve my time. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON). 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, there 
may be differences on this bill, but the 
issue I want to raise is one I am 
pleased to say there are no differences 
on. 

I appreciate this debate and the 
country appreciates it. I have already 
raised the matter with the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER). I 
appreciate the way in which he re-
ceived the fact that the District of Co-
lumbia and the four territories are 
technically not included in this bill be-
cause it authorizes the States to hold a 
special election. 

I come to the floor only before the 
local press and the national press raise 
it with me. The District of Columbia, 
of course, is likely to be a preeminent 
target. The other territories might 
well be. It might be easier to get to 
them than to us. I can understand how 
such an oversight would occur because 
we do not have the vote on the floor. 
We all have the vote in committee. 

In any case, I know the House would 
want everybody to be represented in 
case there was a catastrophe of any 
kind, and I want to give my thanks 
once again to the chairman, the gen-

tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER) for receiving this issue which 
he has assured me will be corrected. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding 
me the time. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 8 
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. BAIRD). 

b 1200 
Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 

gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST) not 
only for yielding me this time, but for 
his leadership on this issue. I also want 
to acknowledge the gentleman from 
California (Mr. COX) for his work, the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
LARSON), the gentleman from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. LANGEVIN), the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. LOFGREN), the 
gentleman from California (Mr. SHER-
MAN), and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER), all of whom, 
I think, have proposed innovative and 
real solutions to this problem. 

It is the night of the State of the 
Union Address. The President of the 
United States is here addressing the as-
sembled body of the House and Senate. 
Behind him sits the Vice President of 
the United States in his capacity as 
President of the Senate. The Speaker 
of the House sits next to him. The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff are here, the dip-
lomatic corps, and the judges of the 
Supreme Court. 

In midspeech, the television screens 
and radios across this country go 
blank. No one knows what has hap-
pened. A few moments later, one sta-
tion reemerges on the air and says, 
‘‘Ladies and gentlemen, we have re-
ceived word that a nuclear weapon has 
been detonated in our Nation’s Capital. 
It apparently was set off very near the 
Capitol itself. We have no preliminary 
word, but it is quite possible that all 
Members of the House and the Senate 
and the President and his Cabinet, save 
one Member, have perished.’’ 

At that moment someone must tell 
our Nation and must tell the world 
what happens next. The bill before us 
answers that question with the words 
chaos and uncertainty. There are pro-
visions put forward that would give a 
constitutionally valid mechanism of 
rapidly reconstituting this body, of as-
suring the Article I checks and bal-
ances that were so important to Mr. 
Madison, to that individual, Mr. Wash-
ington, and to the Constitutional Con-
vention. But, Mr. Speaker, 21⁄2 years 
after September 11, we have not been 
allowed to debate those measures that 
are true solutions before this body. 

We have argued here, and we have 
heard eloquent arguments that elec-
tions are important, and let me be 
clear about something: Not one pro-
posal that requires or provides for a 
temporary amendment, not one, would 
eliminate elections. We all share that 
conviction, all of us do, and it is 
duplicitous to suggest otherwise. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BAIRD. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for yielding. And, Mr. Speak-
er, I in no way said that people are try-
ing to avoid elections. What I am argu-
ing is, if we do move in the direction of 
appointments, we create the oppor-
tunity for Members of this institution 
who would serve here by appointment 
to potentially move in that direction. 

Mr. BAIRD. Reclaiming my time, Mr. 
Speaker, it is my understanding the 
gentleman from California and the 
Chair of the Committee on the Judici-
ary have sent a letter to our colleagues 
suggesting that people have attempted 
to ban elections. If the gentleman 
would wish to retract that, I would 
welcome that opportunity, because it 
is false, and the gentleman knows it. I 
believe it was circulated under the gen-
tleman’s signature. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, I would 
just say that I have not seen the letter, 
and I do not believe that we are seek-
ing to ban elections, so I want to make 
that clear. 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for that clarification. 

It is absolutely true. Not one pro-
posal seeks to ban elections. What do 
we seek? Checks and balances. We seek 
to ensure that the Article I responsibil-
ities of declarations of war, appro-
priating funds, impeaching a President, 
and all the other things that this body 
is tasked for in Article I, not the exec-
utive branch, are preserved, and the 
bill before us today does none of that. 
Does none of that. 

It leaves this country and the world 
with an unelected person serving in the 
executive branch and claiming extraor-
dinary unconstitutional powers, and 
that is perilous for a republic, not sim-
ply a democratic republic, but a repub-
lic where representatives carry the 
voice of the people to this Capitol. 

Let me tell you what I think is 
wrong with the bill beyond that. In 
providing for a 45-day election, let me, 
first of all, say that many experts in 
this country have said a 45-day period 
is insufficient time for a genuine elec-
tion, and that includes the head of the 
Elections Board of the State of Wis-
consin, who said a minimum of 62 days 
would be necessary. It includes our own 
Member of this House, the gentleman 
from Rhode Island (Mr. LANGEVIN), a 
former secretary of state, who has con-
ducted elections. It is not enough time. 

Furthermore, what happens if a 
State cannot conduct its election in 45 
days? What happens? A nuclear weapon 
is not only detonated here, but, in a 
quite plausible scenario, it is detonated 
also in New York City and in San Fran-
cisco, California. Are they to conduct 
elections in 45 days in those cir-
cumstances? Will the Members subse-
quently elected not be seated? What 
happens to the structure of this body if 
a few Members survive, and then more 
Members come as one election is held? 
Who is the Speaker of the House? 

And by the way, let me clarify some-
thing. The Constitution is absolutely 
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clear that a quorum is not a majority 
of those chosen, sworn and living, it is 
a majority of the membership. This no-
tion that three or four people would be 
enough to have a House of Representa-
tives flies so in the face of what the 
Framers intended. 

The first official act of the first Con-
gress was to adjourn for lack of a 
quorum. They did not believe for a mo-
ment that a handful of people should be 
present and maybe make decisions to 
take this country into war, or impeach 
a President, or levy taxes, or appro-
priate funds. A majority must be 
present. What happens until that ma-
jority comes back under this rule? 
Again, chaos and uncertainty. 

We have an opportunity to discuss 
real solutions. A bipartisan, non-
partisan commission made up of schol-
ars and distinguished statesmen, peo-
ple like Alan Simpson from Wyoming, 
hardly, hardly a liberal Democrat, 
hardly a partisan, a true statesman, 
joined together and said let us look at 
this issue. To a person, that commis-
sion to a person began and said, we do 
not want to solve this by amending the 
Constitution. And yet after a year of 
study and review, to a person they 
agreed that that is the solution, with 
great regret, that we must resort to. 

And, no, it does not take away your 
right to elect a Representative, but it 
preserves your right to have a Rep-
resentative here when we decide how to 
respond to that attack. And it says you 
shall have the opportunity to have an 
election to replace that person as 
promptly as possible, through a real 
election, not a sham, expedited elec-
tion that disenfranchises independent 
voters, as the bill does today. To a per-
son these statesmen started with say-
ing we do not want an amendment, and 
they reached the conclusion that we 
have to. 

Let me close with this. On September 
11, on flight 83, those passengers gave 
their lives to give us a second chance. 
That fourth plane was heading here 
with the full intent to kill everybody 
in this building if it possibly could. We 
know that our adversaries would seek 
nuclear weapons. We know nuclear ma-
terials are available. We know if they 
get one, they will set it off, and they 
will do so in this Capitol. We have been 
given a second chance. 

The September 11 Commission has 
shown what happened to this country 
and to the world when advanced warn-
ings were not heeded and action was 
not taken. Shame on us, eternal shame 
on us, if we do not take action to pro-
tect the Article I responsibilities of 
this body. Protect the right to elect 
Representatives, but protect the right 
to have a Representative and protect 
the checks and balances and separation 
of powers that have preserved this 
great Republic. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. SENSENBRENNER), the chairman of 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, at 9:50 in the morning on September 
11, 2001, I was standing in this Chamber 
waiting to bring up three bills that had 
come out of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. At that time the Sergeant at 
Arms told Speaker HASTERT that an-
other plane had been unaccounted for; 
that it was heading in the direction of 
Washington, D.C., and the Speaker 
promptly ordered the evacuation of the 
Capitol and told me to run for my life. 

Had that plane not left the gate at 
the Newark, New Jersey, airport, I 
would not be standing here today, nor 
would this building be standing here 
today. I think that gave me pause to 
think of what would happen to preserve 
this unique representative government 
should there be a disaster that wiped 
out the entire Congress. And the de-
bate today goes basically to the issue 
of whether the reconstituted House 
should preserve the tradition that the 
House of Representatives has always 
consisted of Members that were first 
elected by the people, or whether we 
should have appointed Representatives, 
appointed by the Governor, appointed 
by the legislature, or appointed by our-
selves before we passed away. 

Now, if Armageddon should take 
place and a disaster should happen, we 
can have an executive branch that is 
headed by an appointed Cabinet Sec-
retary under the Presidential succes-
sion law. We could have a Senate of 100 
Members appointed by the Governor of 
the respective States. And if we should 
amend the Constitution to allow the 
appointment of Members of the House 
of Representatives, then we would have 
an appointed House. Is that what the 
Framers of the Constitution had in 
mind, an appointed President, an ap-
pointed Senate, and an appointed 
House of Representatives? No way. And 
the comments of James Madison in the 
Federalist Papers are right on target. 

So the issue today is whether we 
should amend the Constitution to 
allow for the appointment of interim 
Representatives or figure out a way to 
elect replacement Representatives who 
would come to Washington, D.C., or 
wherever the Congress would be meet-
ing, with a mandate from the people at 
the time of the most severe crisis in 
the history of this country. And this 
bill attempts to set up a mechanism so 
that we can have prompt special elec-
tions. 

Now, no election is perfectly run. We 
have sure found that out 4 years ago in 
the Presidential election. But I am 
here to tell you that elections, no mat-
ter how imperfect they are, are much 
better than having an appointed House 
of Representatives where the loyalty 
would be nowhere but to whomever 
made the appointment. 

Now, I have heard a lot of complaints 
from my friends on the other side of 
the aisle that I am stonewalling con-
sideration of a constitutional amend-
ment. That is not true. We had a hear-
ing last year on the constitutional 
amendment proposed by the gentleman 

from Washington (Mr. BAIRD). It did 
not get very much support. But at the 
first markup of the Committee on the 
Judiciary that we will have, we will 
take up his constitutional amendment 
and send it to the floor. I will vigor-
ously oppose it on the principle that I 
am opposed to having appointed Mem-
bers sit in this House of Representa-
tives. But we ought to have a debate on 
this, and we ought to see who wants to 
have our replacements be elected or 
our replacements be appointed should 
we be wiped out. 

Then I hear the complaints that 45 
days is too quick to be able to organize 
a fair election. That is not true. In Vir-
ginia, when there is a vacancy in the 
Virginia General Assembly due to a 
death or a resignation, there have been 
special elections that have been held 
within 12 days after that vacancy oc-
curred, and nobody has complained 
that the successor Representative was 
unfairly elected. 

During World War II, the British 
House of Commons, which, like the 
House of Representatives, has entirely 
consisted of people who have been 
elected by the people since 1215 A.D., 
they were able to have special elec-
tions within 42 days after a vacancy oc-
curred. Notwithstanding the point that 
the Nazis were bombing Britain every 
night incessantly, they still were able 
to stand up and preserve the notion 
that people should come to the House 
of Commons with a mandate from the 
people and not be appointed by any-
body else. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. WATT). 

Mr. WATT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me this time. 

The chairman of the Committee on 
the Judiciary has properly framed the 
debate that we should be having to 
date as a choice between this bill and 
the options of having constitutional 
amendments. What he failed to indi-
cate was that the rule does not make 
in order that debate, and it is for that 
reason that I rise in opposition to the 
rule itself, because this is not an issue 
about which there is a right or wrong 
answer. There are a number of different 
alternative solutions to the problem 
that present themselves if a number of 
people are wiped out in this body. 

What we ought to be doing is having 
a serious debate about each one of 
those options so that each Member of 
this Congress can make a reasoned 
evaluation of what way to go. So I 
think we should defeat the rule, go 
back to the drawing board, and let us 
bring all the options to the body for de-
bate. 

b 1215 
Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. BAIRD). 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
express my appreciation to the chair-
man of the Committee on the Judiciary 
for indicating he would bring my pro-
posed amendment up; but I would also 

VerDate mar 24 2004 03:25 Apr 23, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00039 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K22AP7.046 H22PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2308 April 22, 2004 
like to underscore that my belief is we 
should not simply bring my amend-
ment up. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) has a pro-
posed amendment, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. LOFGREN) has a 
proposed amendment, as do several 
other Members. 

I proposed a rule that would allow for 
multiple possible amendments to be 
considered, plus ample time for debate 
and amendment of those amendments 
until we move toward two-thirds vote 
for final passage. 

Last night on this floor I met with 
many Members of this body, and I 
asked them if they knew enough about 
this bill today to vote on it in an in-
formed way. The collective answer was, 
no. Because of that, we should defeat 
the rule before us today, give this issue 
adequate time, as the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. WATT) said, and 
make sure that all opportunities are 
discussed. 

I am pleased that the chairman of 
the Committee on the Judiciary wants 
to address amendments, but I would re-
spectfully ask the gentleman to not 
just simply consider mine; consider 
others so various approaches may be 
debated and this body has a chance to 
choose the true and best solution. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER). 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of this rule, but in oppo-
sition to the underlying bill, H.R. 2844. 
This is a very serious issue, and we 
have heard two sides of the debate. One 
emphasizes making appointments, and 
the other emphasizes having expedited 
elections. 

I have a constitutional amendment 
proposed, H.J. Res. 92, which satisfies 
both of these objectives and would per-
mit Members when they are being 
elected by the public to designate a 
successor in case they are incapaci-
tated or killed during the time they 
are in office. This would permit the 
public to vote on someone’s successor 
as well as the person running for office. 
It seems to me this is the best ap-
proach. 

The current approach that we are 
being offered today in H.R. 2844, I do 
not believe is the best way to go be-
cause it would leave the party leaders 
to nominate who the choices are for 
the public. In essence, the party hacks 
are going to control who the public can 
vote on. Let us give the public a chance 
to really vote in an ordinary election 
and oppose H.R. 2844. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this rule, 
but in opposition to the underlying bill, H.R. 
2844. 

Continuity of representation in Congress is a 
very serious matter. On one side of this de-
bate we will hear that we must have tem-
porary replacements as quickly as possible in 
a national emergency. On the other side, we 
will hear that to be legitimate, any replacement 
House Members need to be chosen through 
the electoral process. 

I happen to think both sides are right in their 
stated principles, and that’s why I’ve intro-
duced a congressional succession constitu-
tional amendment, H.J. Res. 92, which I be-
lieve satisfies the core objectives of each side. 

Under my proposal, each general election 
candidate for the House and Senate would be 
authorized to appoint, in ranked order, 3 to 5 
potential temporary successors. For these ap-
pointments to be valid, the successful can-
didate would have to have submitted them in 
publicly available form at least 60 days prior to 
the election. In the case of the elected legisla-
tor’s death or incapacity, the highest ranked 
person on the list of successors would be-
come the Acting Senator or Representative. 
Determination of incapacity in my proposal 
generally follows the precedent of the 25th 
Amendment, under which the President either 
declares his own incapacity, or people he has 
appointed do so. 

The legitimacy of a successor designated 
under H.J. Res. 92 temporarily succeeding a 
deceased or incapacitated Representative or 
Senator is similar to that of a Vice President 
succeeding a deceased or incapacitated Presi-
dent—not separately elected, but chosen by 
the principal and known well in advance of the 
election. Primarily to provide the incentive for 
incumbent and non-incumbent candidates to 
submit successor lists, state governors would 
be empowered to appoint temporary replace-
ments only if no such list is submitted, or if no 
one listed is able to serve. 

Continuity of representation, I think we 
would all agree, means that the death or inca-
pacity of Senators and Representatives should 
cause as little change in the composition of 
Congress as possible, which means that re-
placements should be politically as much like 
the deceased or incapacitated Member as 
possible. Who better to determine who fits that 
bill than the elected official him- or herself? 

There is no reason to limit a satisfactory so-
lution to the ‘‘continuity of representation’’ 
problem to a situation horrible enough to kill or 
incapacitate a quarter or more of the House. 
Even 50 or 20 Representatives being killed or 
incapacitated could make a profound change 
in the direction and control of the House. And 
the death or incapacity of even one Rep-
resentative deprives 600,000 U.S. citizens of 
representation for the several months it typi-
cally takes for the vacancy to be filled. Also, 
the legitimacy of a congressional succession 
plan is more likely to be accepted in a national 
emergency if it has previously worked in 
smaller tragedies. 

When State governors use their current 
power under the 17th Amendment to appoint 
temporary Senators, they naturally appoint 
someone who is politically like themselves, 
even if that appointee is the complete political 
opposite of the deceased Senator. 

We saw this played out most recently in the 
aftermath of the tragic death of Senator Paul 
Wellstone (D–MN) when control of the Senate 
was in the hands of the third-party governor of 
Minnesota. 

Also, during the last Congress there was a 
constant theme of speculation about the fact 
that the death in office of the aged and ailing 
Senator Strom Thurmond (R–SC) would allow 
the Democratic governor of South Carolina to 
change party control of the senate for up to 2 
years. 

There is also clearly a democratic problem 
with the status quo in the House in which we 
allow death or incapacity to leave the seat va-
cant and the district unrepresented for months. 

But H.R. 2844 in some ways would actually 
make the democratic problem worse. Although 
replacement would be sooner than the status 
quo, the replacement would be someone 
whose nomination was decided by party 
bosses, not by a vote of the people. For all 
the talk about ensuring that this House of 
Representatives stays ‘‘the people’s house,’’ 
that is just not a democratic way of filling va-
cancies. 

By contrast, H.J. Res. 92 gets an immediate 
replacement already vetted by the voters, and 
then allows States to get a regularly elected 
replacement who is both nominated and elect-
ed by the voters. It is obvious to me that H.J. 
Res. 92 is better for both the continuity of 
Congress and for democracy than H.R. 2844. 

I ask my colleagues to defeat H.R. 2844, 
and support my congressional succession 
constitutional amendment, H.J. Res. 92. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, the matter we are about 
to consider today, how to keep the 
House of Representatives functioning 
in the event of catastrophe, is one of 
the most serious and important issues 
we will ever consider. 

When I cochaired the Continuity of 
Congress Working Group in 2002, Mem-
bers from both parties took a non-
partisan approach to the issue and kept 
an open mind as to how we could 
achieve a solution. 

How times have changed. The open- 
minded, nonpartisan spirit we had 
when we began discussing this issue 
has completely disappeared. The re-
strictive rule that the Committee on 
Rules reported out last night has com-
pletely convinced me that this House is 
now putting partisanship ahead of its 
institutional duties. 

Mr. Speaker, a number of very intel-
ligent people have devoted a lot of time 
and effort considering this question. I 
think it is a tragedy that their ideas 
will not be debated today. That is why 
I am urging a ‘‘no’’ vote on the pre-
vious question. If the previous question 
is defeated, I will offer an amendment 
to the rule. My amendment will pro-
vide that immediately after the House 
passes H.R. 2844, it will take up the bill 
of the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
BAIRD), H.J. Res. 83, under a com-
prehensive and thorough debate proc-
ess that this issue deserves. The Baird 
bill would amend the Constitution to 
provide for an emergency procedure to 
keep the House of Representatives 
working should a significant majority 
of this House be killed or incapaci-
tated. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the pre-
vious question. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the amendment be 
printed in the RECORD immediately be-
fore the vote on the previous question. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LAHOOD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, as evidenced by the re-
marks, this is a very important issue. I 
want to remind Members, in my open-
ing remarks I mentioned that there are 
several things that need to be taken 
up. One, obviously, is a quick way to 
try to get the elected representatives 
back here. The other is the issue of in-
capacitation, which will be taken up 
next week in the Committee on Rules, 
and also the issue of a constitutional 
amendment of the various types that 
are floating around. That was con-
firmed by the chairman. There will be 
more debate on the issue. This is the 
first step, however. We ought to pass 
this rule, pass this bill, and continue 
our discussion on the other issues. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days within which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material on H. Res. 602. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington? 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, and I will not ob-
ject, but I would like to point out that 
in the Committee on Rules, and I un-
derstand Members want to revise and 
extend their remarks on the rule and 
submit all kinds of material, but I 
would point out when this rule was 
being considered by the committee, we 
asked for an additional hour of debate 
on the bill itself and we were denied 
that by a rollcall vote. That vote was 
Committee on Rules record vote No. 
247, three ‘‘yeses’’ and six ‘‘noes.’’ 

I will not object to Members being 
able to revise and extend their re-
marks, but I wish we had provided for 
additional debate time on this very im-
portant piece of legislation. That was a 
reasonable proposal that was made in 
the Committee on Rules and was re-
jected by the other side. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. Speaker, we are going to have 
more debate on this important issue of 
continuity in Congress. We will have 
several more opportunities, and I sus-
pect we will have plenty of time to 
have that debate. I certainly hope we 
will. 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of this rule, and I thank my friend and col-
league from the Rules Committee, DOC 
HASTINGS, for yielding me this time. 

H. Res. 602 is a fair, structured rule, which 
House members on both sides of the aisle 

should strongly support. It makes in order a 
total of four amendments, all of them offered 
by members of the Minority Party. Debating 
these amendments will allow the House to 
work its will on some of the key issues raised 
by H.R. 2844. 

I also rise in support of the underlying legis-
lation, H.R. 2844. In his Second Treatise on 
Government, John Locke wrote ‘‘the first and 
fundamental positive law of all common-
wealths is the establishing of legislative power. 
Itself is the preservation of the society and of 
every person in it.’’ 

Today, we examine whether the current 
mechanisms by which our government is cre-
ated and maintained sufficiently provides for 
the continuation of representation in the event 
of a horrific disaster. Our efforts should an-
swer the question of whether we are, in mod-
ern times, prepared to provide a rapid govern-
mental response if and when disaster strikes 
that very government. 

The executive branch has made contin-
gency plans so that in a dire emergency it 
would be able to continue functioning on be-
half of the American people. This is a prudent 
thing to do. The House in its opening day 
rules package included significant positive 
rules changes stemming from the rec-
ommendations made by the bipartisan Con-
tinuity of Congress Task Force. 

Today, with the consideration of H.R. 2844, 
the U.S. House of Representatives begins to 
put in place a new system for ensuring the 
continuity of the Congress in the aftermath of 
a catastrophic event. 

H.R. 2844 provides that, if more than 100 
House Members are killed, the Speaker of the 
House can declare that ‘‘extraordinary cir-
cumstances’’ exist. Such a declaration would 
trigger expedited special elections in those 
districts whose Members have been killed 
within 45 days. The political parties are given 
10 days within which to nominate candidates 
for these elections. 

The important constitutional principle that 
this bill upholds is the unique nature of the 
People’s House. The government should nei-
ther exist nor change but with the express will 
of the people by whom and for whom it was 
created. Without an elected House, legislation 
could be passed by a Federal Government 
composed entirely of the unelected. We must 
continue the tradition of the People’s House, 
and H.R. 2844 does so. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I urge support of 
this important rule. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. FROST is as follows: 

At the end of the resolution add the fol-
lowing new section: 

SEC. 2. On the next legislative day after the 
adoption of this resolution, immediately 
after the third daily order of business under 
clause 1 of rule XIV, the House shall resolve 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for consideration of 
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 83) proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States regarding the appointment of 
individuals to fill vacancies in the House of 
Representatives. The first reading of the 
joint resolution shall be dispensed with. All 
points of order against consideration of the 
joint resolution are waived. General debate 
shall be confined to the joint resolution and 
shall not exceed one hour equally divided 
and controlled by Representative Baird of 
Washington and the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. After general de-

bate the joint resolution shall be considered 
for amendment under the five-minute rule in 
accordance with sections 3 and 4. The joint 
resolution shall be considered as read. No 
amendment to the joint resolution, or to the 
joint resolution as perfected by an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute finally 
adopted, shall be in order except as specified 
in this resolution. Clause 6(g) of rule XVIII 
shall not apply with respect to a request for 
a recorded vote on any amendment. 

SEC. 3. (a) Before consideration of any 
other amendment, it shall be in order to con-
sider the amendments in the nature of a sub-
stitute specified in subsection (b). Each such 
amendment may be offered only if the Mem-
ber has caused the amendment to be printed 
in the portion of the Congressional Record 
designated for that purpose in clause 8 of 
rule XVIII, may be offered only in the order 
specified, may be offered only by the Member 
designated or a designee of such Member, 
shall be considered as read, shall be debat-
able for one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent, 
and shall not be subject to amendment ex-
cept as specified in section 4. All points of 
order against such amendments are waived 
(except those arising under clause 7 of rule 
XVI). If more than one amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute specified in subsection 
(b) is adopted, then only the one receiving 
the greater number of affirmative votes shall 
be considered as finally adopted in the House 
and in the Committee of the Whole. In the 
case of a tie for the greater number of af-
firmative votes, then only the last amend-
ment to receive that number of affirmative 
votes shall be considered as finally adopted 
in the House and in the Committee of the 
Whole. 

(b) The amendments in the nature of a sub-
stitute referred to in subsection (a) are as 
follows: 

(1) Any amendment offered by any member 
(other than any amendment described in 
paragraph (2), (3), or (4)). 

(2) An amendment offered by the ranking 
minority member of the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

(3) An amendment offered by the chairman 
of the Committee on the Judiciary. 

(4) An amendment offered by Representa-
tive Baird of Washington. 

SEC. 4. (a) After disposition of the amend-
ments in the nature of a substitute specified 
in section 3(b), the Committee of the Whole 
shall rise. On the fourth legislative day 
which follows the legislative day on which 
the Committee rises under this section, im-
mediately after the third daily order of busi-
ness under clause 1 of rule XIV, the House 
shall resolve into the Committee of the 
Whole for further consideration of the joint 
resolution. After an additional period of gen-
eral debate, which shall be confined to the 
joint resolution and shall not exceed one 
hour equally divided and controlled by Rep-
resentative Baird of Washington and the 
chairman of the Committee on the Judici-
ary, the provisions of the joint resolution, or 
the provisions of the joint resolution as per-
fected by an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute finally adopted, shall be consid-
ered as an original joint resolution for the 
purpose of further amendment under the 
five-minute rule, subject to subsection (b). 
Each such further amendment shall be con-
sidered as read, shall be debatable for 20 min-
utes equally divided and controlled by the 
proponent and an opponent (except as pro-
vided in subsection (c)), shall not be subject 
to amendment, and shall not be subject to a 
demand for division of the question in the 
House or in the Committee of the Whole. 
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(b) No further amendment may be offered 

pursuant to this section except for the fol-
lowing, each of which (other than the amend-
ment described in paragraph (7)) may be of-
fered only if the Member has caused the 
amendment to be printed in the portion of 
the Congressional Record designated for that 
purpose in clause 8 of rule XVIII: 

(1) If an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute to the joint resolution is finally 
adopted (in accordance with section 3), two 
amendments offered by the sponsor thereof. 

(2) One amendment offered by the chair-
man of the Committee on the Judiciary. 

(3) One amendment offered by the ranking 
minority member of the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

(4) Two amendments offered by the major-
ity leader. 

(5) Two amendments offered by the minor-
ity leader. 

(6) Two amendments offered by Represent-
ative Baird of Washington. 

(7) The amendment referred to in sub-
section (c). 

(c) After disposition of the amendments de-
scribed in paragraphs (1) through (6) of sub-
section (b), it shall be in order to consider an 
amendment offered by the sponsor of the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute to 
the joint resolution finally adopted (in ac-
cordance with section 3) or his designee, or if 
no such amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute is so adopted, an amendment offered 
by Representative Baird of Washington or 
his designee. All points of order against such 
amendment are waived (except those arising 
under clause 7 of rule XVI). The amendment 
shall be debatable for one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent and an 
opponent. 

SEC. 5. If at any time during the consider-
ation of the joint resolution the Committee 
of the Whole rises and reports that it has 
come to no resolution on the joint resolu-
tion, then on the next legislative day (except 
as provided in section 4), immediately after 
the third daily order of business under clause 
1 of rule XIV, the House shall resolve into 
the Committee of the Whole for further con-
sideration of the joint resolution. 

SEC. 6. At the conclusion of consideration 
of the joint resolution for amendment the 
Committee shall rise and report the joint 
resolution, or the joint resolution as per-
fected by an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute finally adopted, to the House with 
such further amendments as may have been 
adopted. Any Member may demand a sepa-
rate vote in the House on any further amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whole 
to the joint resolution as perfected by an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute fi-
nally adopted. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the joint resolution 
and amendments thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions. 

SEC. 7. It shall be in order to take from the 
Speaker’s table H.J. Res. 83, with any Senate 
amendment thereto, and to consider in the 
House, without intervention of any point of 
order (except those arising under clause 7 of 
rule XVI), a motion offered by the sponsor of 
the amendment in the nature of a substitute 
to the joint resolution finally adopted (in ac-
cordance with section 3) or his designee, or if 
no such amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute is so adopted, offered by Representa-
tive Baird of Washington or his designee, to 
dispose of any such Senate amendment. The 
Senate amendment and the motion shall be 
considered as read. The motion shall be de-
batable for one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent. 
The previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the motion to final adoption 

without intervening motion or demand for 
division of the question. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time, and I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. 

Pursuant to clause 9 of rule XX, the 
Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting, if or-
dered, on the question of adoption of 
the resolution. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 210, nays 
198, not voting 25, as follows: 

[Roll No. 126] 

YEAS—210 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole 
Collins 
Cox 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 

Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Foley 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (OK) 

Manzullo 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schrock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Simmons 

Simpson 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 

Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 

Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—198 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Becerra 
Bell 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doyle 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 

Green (TX) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Majette 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 

Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—25 

Carter 
Davis, Tom 
DeMint 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Gallegly 
Gephardt 

Greenwood 
Hall 
Hastings (FL) 
Hinojosa 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Lucas (KY) 

Millender- 
McDonald 

Miller (FL) 
Mollohan 
Peterson (PA) 
Pombo 
Shuster 
Tauzin 
Toomey 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD) (during the vote). Members 
are advised there are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote. 
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b 1245 

Messrs. ROTHMAN, JOHN, CARSON 
of Oklahoma, DEUTSCH, CASE, CON-
YERS, MCNULTY, MARSHALL, and 
LIPINSKI changed their vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. NUSSLE changed his vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 212, noes 197, 
not voting 24, as follows: 

[Roll No. 127] 

AYES—212 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole 
Collins 
Cox 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 

Foley 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 

McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schrock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 

Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 

Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 

Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—197 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Becerra 
Bell 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doyle 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gonzalez 

Gordon 
Green (TX) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Majette 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 

Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—24 

Cannon 
Carter 
Davis, Tom 
DeMint 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Forbes 
Gallegly 
Gephardt 

Greenwood 
Hastings (FL) 
Hinojosa 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Lucas (KY) 

Millender- 
McDonald 

Mollohan 
Peterson (PA) 
Pombo 
Shuster 
Strickland 
Tauzin 
Toomey 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LAHOOD) (during the vote). Members 
are advised 2 minutes remain in this 
vote. 

b 1254 
So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 602 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2844. 

b 1254 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2844) to 
require States to hold special elections 
to fill vacancies in the House of Rep-
resentatives not later than 21 days 
after the vacancy is announced by the 
Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives in extraordinary circumstances, 
and for other purposes, with Mr. SIMP-
SON in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. NEY) and the gentleman from 
Connecticut (Mr. LARSON) each will 
control 20 minutes, and the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) 
and the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS) each will control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. NEY). 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong 
support of H.R. 2844, the Continuity in 
Representation Act of 2003. This impor-
tant legislation furthers the important 
objective of ensuring that the House of 
Representatives, the people’s House, 
continues to function effectively dur-
ing times of national emergency. 

Mr. Chairman, it has now been over 2 
years since the horrific events of Sep-
tember 11, 2001, a day in which terrorist 
enemies of the United States murdered 
thousands of innocent American citi-
zens in cold blood and struck dev-
astating blows against symbols of our 
country’s economic and military 
power. These lethal attacks served as a 
very painful reminder of the destruc-
tive intent of our terrorist enemies, as 
well as the increasingly sophisticated 
and devastating methods by which 
they carry out their deadly work. 

Since that grim day, we have been 
forced to contemplate the dreadful pos-
sibility of a terrorist attack aimed at 
the heart of our Nation’s government 
here in Washington, D.C., possibly car-
ried out with nuclear, chemical or bio-
logical weapons of mass destruction. 
Such an attack could potentially anni-
hilate substantial portions of our Fed-
eral Government and kill or maim hun-
dreds of Members of Congress. This is 
not a comfortable scenario for any of 
us to confront, as it forces us to con-
template the possibility of our own de-
mise at the hands of our terrorist en-
emies. 

Nevertheless, if such an attack were 
ever to occur, the presence of strong 
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national leadership would be more im-
portant than ever. The American peo-
ple would be desperately seeking reas-
surance that their government re-
mained intact and capable of acting 
vigorously in the Nation’s defense. 

In the aftermath of a catastrophic at-
tack, it would be imperative that a 
functioning Congress be in place with 
the ability to operate with legitimacy 
as soon as possible. How best to ensure 
the continuity of the House of Rep-
resentatives in the wake of a terrorist 
attack is a complex and difficult ques-
tion that defies a simple solution. 

When drafting the Federal Constitu-
tion, our Founding Fathers designed 
the House to be the branch of govern-
ment closest to the people. They be-
lieved the only way this objective 
could be accomplished was through fre-
quent elections. Consequently, the 
Constitution, Article I, Section 2, 
Clause 4, provides that vacancies in the 
House may be filled only through spe-
cial elections. As a result, no Member 
has ever served in this House who was 
not first elected by the people he or she 
represents. 

Last September, the Committee on 
House Administration, which I chair, 
along with our ranking member, the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
LARSON), and Members from both sides 
of the aisle, conducted a hearing on 
H.R. 2844 to allow leading thinkers on 
the issue of congressional continuity to 
provide insight on the many different 
aspects of this important issue. That 
hearing revealed that the debate on 
this subject essentially divides into 
two camps: Those who view a quick re-
constitution of the House as the most 
important consideration, and, thus, 
support a constitutional amendment 
allowing for the appointment of tem-
porary replacements to fill vacant 
House seats; or, the second camp, those 
who believe retaining the House’s 
elected character is paramount and, 
therefore, support expedited special 
elections as the exclusive means for re-
constituting the House of Representa-
tives. The second camp I described is 
what this bill of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Chairman SENSENBRENNER) 
does. 

Though the two sides in this debate 
disagree on many fundamental issues, 
both agree that expedited elections 
should be part of the solution to this 
complex and difficult question. For 
this reason the Committee on House 
Administration marked up and passed 
out of committee H.R. 2844, which es-
tablishes a framework for conducting 
expedited special elections to fill House 
vacancies resulting from a catastrophic 
terrorist attack. The goal of this legis-
lation is to ensure the continuing oper-
ation of the House during times of na-
tional crisis, while at the same time 
protecting the character of the House 
as truly an elected body. 

The Continuity in Representation 
Act requires that expedited special 
elections be held within 45 days of the 
Speaker of the House announcing that 

more than 100 vacancies exist in the 
House. The political parties authorized 
by State law to make nominations 
would then have up to 10 days after the 
Speaker’s announcement to nominate a 
candidate. However, a State would 
have to hold an expedited special elec-
tion if a regularly scheduled general 
election were to be held within 75 days 
after the Speaker’s announcement, 
thus basically providing a 30-day exten-
sion for such States. 

We are under no illusion that holding 
expedited special elections would be 
challenge-free for the States. We know 
that. When we have regular course of 
order, it is a challenge, as we all know. 
Even under the best circumstances, 
conducting an election presents many 
logistical hurdles. Nevertheless, a num-
ber of States already require House va-
cancies to be filled via the special elec-
tion within 45 days or less. 

In addition, the majority opinion of 
the Nation’s chief election officials, 
one of whom testified, appears to be 
that 45 days would provide sufficient 
time to plan and prepare for an expe-
dited special election. Again, they did 
not say it would be easy, but they 
thought it would provide enough time. 

b 1300 

Therefore, I believe H.R. 2844 strikes 
the proper balance between the demand 
to fill House vacancies through special 
elections in as short a time frame as 
possible and the need for election offi-
cials and the voting public to have the 
time necessary to get ready for the 
elections to make informed choices. 

In conclusion, as Members of Con-
gress we owe a duty to the people 
whom we represent to contemplate and 
devise response to worst case scenarios, 
which we all hope never happens; but 
we have to again be ready and be able 
to respond to those scenarios to ensure 
that no terrorist attack will ever crip-
ple the ability of the people’s House to 
function effectively. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) for 
bringing this bill through the process. I 
also want to thank our ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from Connecticut 
(Mr. LARSON). I thought we had a very 
good look at the different issues in the 
Committee on House Administration 
and a very healthy debate on those 
issues. And I urge the support of the 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, also I want to thank 
our whip, the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. BLUNT), for his work on this issue 
also. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, let me begin also by 
thanking my distinguished colleague 
from Ohio. Throughout this debate and 
discussion, clearly when there was an 
opportunity where issues were non-ger-
mane because of the importance and 
gravity of this issue, the chairman saw 

fit to make sure that this discussion 
was able to flow in our committee. 

I further want to thank the Speaker 
of the House and the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. BLUNT), as well, for their 
intercessions and understanding of the 
importance and significance of this 
issue. And as was mentioned by the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
DREIER), and the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) earlier as 
well, their willingness to bring a con-
stitutional proposal before their com-
mittees, which I think is an important 
step in this process. 

The continuity of Congress, as was 
pointed out by the distinguished chair-
man, apparently means different things 
to different people. But in reality, it 
comes down to one question: Can the 
legislative branch be fully functional 
in the immediate aftermath of a dis-
aster which affects some or all of its 
Members? Can it ‘‘stand up’’ imme-
diately in the wake of a catastrophe? 
For that kind of thing to take place, I 
turn to ‘‘Justice,’’ or more appro-
priately Judge Learned Hand, whose 
name I think is among the great names 
in history. But more importantly, what 
Judge Learned Hand said is ‘‘The spirit 
of liberty is the spirit which is not too 
sure that it is right.’’ 

As we approach this debate today, 
and understanding the complexity of 
the issues involved, as the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. WATT) said 
earlier, neither side should be claiming 
that it is ‘‘right,’’ but both sides should 
be citing the principles that they are 
adhering to in trying to put them for-
ward in the current context. 

In my remarks before the Committee 
on Rules, I cited a couple of images 
that are seared in my memory, and I 
think the minds of most people here— 
the image of us all united on the steps 
of the Capitol immediately following 
the attacks on September 11, together 
and unified. And then also, not too 
long afterward, another situation that 
arose with respect to anthrax that 
moved the Speaker and then-Minority 
Leader GEPHARDT to convene a joint 
caucus. In that joint caucus we also 
discussed very important issues. 

And at that time, because of the safe-
ty concerns around this building, our 
leaders argued that we had to shut 
down the legislative process, shut down 
the building for safety reasons, in what 
was thought to be an agreement with 
both the President and the other body. 
Appealing to our better angels, even 
though the Membership itself did not 
want to go home, we did, only to read 
in the papers that while the House was 
at home, the Senate was doing its 
duty. We know what the reality of that 
situation is. 

I raise these symbolic images be-
cause of the message it sends out to 
the American people. And as was point-
ed out by the distinguished gentleman 
from Ohio, I think it directly points to 
the differences that we have with re-
gard to this bill. And they are impor-
tant distinctions. 
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Earlier debate on the rule highlights 

the fact that there are really two con-
vergent remedies before us today. 
Under immediate consideration is a 
statutory scheme to quickly fill House 
vacancies in the wake of mass casual-
ties. Like it or not, even these expe-
dited elections, which maintain the 
elective character of the House, cannot 
satisfactorily fill the potential power 
vacuum created in the wake of a cata-
strophic event, and do not address the 
issue at all with respect to incapacity. 

It is important because, if either the 
House or the Senate cannot operate, or 
their actions are subject to questions 
of legitimacy, our systems of checks 
and balances fails, and our democracy 
is in jeopardy. These questions of legit-
imacy were raised most notably in my 
research by Estes Kefauver, when he 
said, having nobly served in this House, 
that no one enters into this Chamber 
who has not—as the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) elo-
quently said—been duly elected by the 
people. That is a powerful and unique 
statement to make. But Kefauver went 
on to say that there is an important 
concern about the representative na-
ture of this democracy—that while we 
are, in fact, elected by people, we are 
sent here by the States. And a catas-
trophe that could prevent whole States 
from not being represented for 45 days 
goes to the heart of my concern about 
the underlying bill. 

So I have some questions that I pose 
to the House today, for our consider-
ation as we debate this bill. 

First, in the wake of a disaster, is the 
House able to reconstitute itself so 
that its actions are viewed by the 
American people as legitimate and rep-
resentative under the Constitution? 
And legitimacy here is very important. 
Unless representatives from nearly all 
the 50 States are present to debate and 
deliberate, then the answer is ‘‘No.’’ 
Although, arguably, the House could 
function under parliamentary rules 
with as few as three Members, would 
the action of three Members have the 
legitimacy that it needs? 

We all know and have heard from 
earlier debate that the Senate could 
immediately reconstitute itself. And 
there is a process for succession for the 
President. The smaller the number of 
Members, and the fewer the number of 
States represented, the greater the 
question of legitimacy. 

Unless fully constituted with all 50 
States participating, through some 
form of representation, there is no 
‘‘representative’’ body for the people of 
various States, and House actions 
would lack the legitimacy of national 
‘‘majority rule’’ under the Constitu-
tion. 

Second, if immediate legislative au-
thority is necessary to validate and 
support executive branch functions, 
and I believe it would be, or to hold 
them in check, will that legislative au-
thority be there? If not, will the execu-
tive branch feel constrained to wait for 
a reconstituted legislative branch to 

work its legislative will? In a crisis, 
will we be governed by the rule of law, 
or by the will of men? 

No one I have ever talked to about 
this scenario believes that the execu-
tive branch will put its functions on 
‘‘hold’’ while the House is being recon-
stituted. If there is a national threat, 
or a natural disaster, the executive 
branch will respond however it chooses, 
perhaps extralegally, because of the ab-
sence of checks and balances from a 
functioning legislative branch. In other 
countries, this type of executive 
branch action would be called ‘‘martial 
law.’’ 

Third, is it necessary to squeeze the 
lifeblood out of our democracy’s elec-
toral process in the name of expedited 
elections? Clearly, that is not the in-
tent of the proponents of this bill—I 
understand that. But unintended con-
sequences happen in these situations. 

Presumably state-chosen representa-
tives, could save temporarily, while 
awaiting permanent replacements 
which are the result of legitimate pop-
ular elections conducted in the 50 
States under their own election proc-
esses. This bill Federalizes State elec-
tion procedures in these circumstances, 
and its timetable, unfortunately, tram-
ples all over essential elements of our 
democracy, squeezing out most States’ 
candidate eligibility and the selection 
procedures, voter registration opportu-
nities and voter choice. It also tram-
ples on 40 years of civil rights and vot-
ing rights laws. Is this really nec-
essary? 

Mr. Chairman, I will include for the 
RECORD the following letters and docu-
ments. 

SECRETARY OF THE STATE, 
CONNECTICUT, 

Hartford, CT, December 11, 2003 
Hon. JOHN B. LARSON, 
Longworth HOB, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN LARSON: As the Chief 
Elections Official for the State of Con-
necticut, I am writing to express my concern 
over H.R. 2844 currently being debated in 
Congress that would require states to hold 
special elections to fill vacancies in the 
House of Representatives not later than 45 
days after the vacancy is announced by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives in 
extraordinary circumstances. 

While Connecticut General Statutes under 
Section 9–215 already allows for a special 
election for state representatives and state 
senator in 45 days, a special election for a 
member of Congress would represent a much 
larger geographic and electoral population. 
In Connecticut, for example, a congressional 
seat can be 50 times the size of a state rep-
resentative or a state senate district. 

A 45 day special election in a Connecticut 
congressional district would not only be un-
workable but runs counter to a fair and 
democratic process. Specifically, such a 
short time frame would not give voters the 
opportunity to make an informed decision 
about any of the candidates running for of-
fice or about the issues being discussed. In 
addition, a 45 day special election for Con-
gress would not allow the opportunity for a 
primary. This would essentially force Con-
necticut back to a closed election process 
after the General Assembly recently opened 
up our democratic primary system this past 
legislative session. 

In addition, pursuant to State and Federal 
law, the State of Connecticut has 45 days to 
issue overseas ballots. These ballots contain 
the names of candidates for federal office 
only and are available 45 days before any 
election where the names of candidates for 
federal office appear. Holding a special elec-
tion for Representative in Congress 45 days 
after the vacancy would create a timeline 
too short to comply with the State and Fed-
eral laws requiring the availability of the 45 
day overseas ballots. 

Thank you for your consideration of my 
comments and I commend you on all of your 
hard work as you co0ntinue to debate this 
very important issue in Congress. Please do 
not hesitate to contact me or my Deputy 
Secretary of the State, Maria Greenslade, if 
you have any questions or if I can be of as-
sistance. 

Sincerely, 
SUSAN BYSIEWICZ. 

STATE OF WISCONSIN, 
ELECTIONS BOARD, 

Madison, WI, September 5, 2003. 
Hon. JOHN CORNYN, 
U.S. Senator, Chairman, Senate Subcommittee 

on the Constitution, Civil Rights and Prop-
erty Rights, U.S. Senate, Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR CORNYN: Thank you for the 
opportunity to comment regarding the pro-
posals pending before the Subcommittee 
which would require special elections to be 
held to fill multiple congressional vacancies 
resulting from the a catastrophic event. I am 
the chief state election official for Wis-
consin. I will endeavor to respond to your in-
quiries. 

Twenty-one days would not be enough time 
to conduct an expedited special election in a 
crisis situation. Election preparation re-
quires securing polling places, retaining poll 
workers, qualifying candidates, preparing 
ballots, delivering absentee ballots, setting 
up voting equipment and conducting the 
election. Candidate qualification requires a 
notice and filing process that will take at 
least 6 days, the current minimum under 
Wisconsin law. Ballot preparation, voting 
equipment programming and set up would 
take at least 1 week. 

This leaves a week for absentee voting. 
This would effectively eviscerate the absen-
tee voting privilege. The primary effect 
would be felt by military and overseas elec-
tors. 

Twenty-one days would not be enough time 
to time to ensure the integrity of the demo-
cratic process. Candidate qualification would 
be so abbreviated that candidates would not 
have the time to meet qualification require-
ments, even if these requirements were loos-
ened to expedite the process. In a crisis situ-
ation the focus of candidates and voters will 
likely be on the crisis and its daily impact. 
There would be no time for effectively 
winnowing the field through a primary, so 
the winner will likely have a small plurality 
of the vote. 

Twenty-one days would effectively dis-
enfranchise many voters. Overseas and mili-
tary electors generally need 45 days of ballot 
transit time. Voters would have very little 
opportunity to learn about the qualifications 
of the candidates, the time of voting and lo-
cation of the polling place. Voters with dis-
ability would likely have a more difficult 
time participating in the proposed time-
frame. 

Sixty-two days is the minimum time nec-
essary to ensure proper mechanical oper-
ation of an expedited special election, con-
sistent with democratic integrity and offer-
ing all voters the opportunity a meaningful 
opportunity to vote. 
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An expedited special election would likely 

cost the state of Wisconsin and local govern-
ment at least $2 million dollars in out of 
pocket costs for notices, ballots, postage, 
poll worker salary, voting equipment vendor 
support and supplies. The cost of state and 
local election officials salaries and fringe 
benefits would be increased for overtime and 
other work would be set aside for the con-
duct of the expedited special election. 

A 21 day schedule for special elections has 
the potential to undermine public confidence 
in the election process just when this con-
fidence would be needed most. Na expedited 
election process needs to be put in place, but 
it should not be so abbreviated that individ-
uals elected under the process lose credi-
bility. 

If you need additional information please 
contact me. 

KEVIN J. KENNEDY, 
Executive Director. 

AUGUST 22, 1961. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to 
your request for the views of the Department 
of Justice on House Joint Resolution 91, a 
resolution to amend the Constitution to au-
thorize Governors to fill temporary vacan-
cies in the House of Representatives. 

The Constitution, as amended by article 
XVII, provides that the Senate of the United 
States ‘‘shall be composed of two Senators 
from each State, elected by the people there-
of . . . When vacancies happen in the rep-
resentation of any State in the Senate, the 
executive authority of such State shall issue 
writs of election to fill such vacancies: Pro-
vided, That the legislature of any State may 
empower the executive thereof to make tem-
porary appointments until the people fill the 
vacancies by election as the legislature may 
direct.’’ 

However, with respect to Representatives, 
the Constitution provides in article I, sec-
tion 2: ‘‘The House of Representatives shall 
be composed of members chosen every sec-
ond Year by the People of the several States 
. . .’’ Section 2 also provides that ‘‘When va-
cancies happen in the Representation from 
any State, the Executive Authority thereof 
shall issue Writs of Election to fill such Va-
cancies.’’ 

The proposed amendment to the Constitu-
tion would provide that whenever the total 
vacancies in the House of Representatives 
exceed one-half of the authorized member-
ship, for a period of 60 days thereafter the ex-
ecutive authority of each State shall have 
the power to make temporary appointments 
to fill any vacancies in the representation 
from his State in the House of Representa-
tives. The amendment also provides that 
such appointee shall serve temporarily until 
the vacancy has been filled by an election as 
provided for by article I, section 2, of the 
Constitution. 

While the Constitution has provision for 
dealing with vacancies in the Senate, other 
than through the time-consuming election 
process, there is no such provision with re-
spect to vacancies in the House. The Su-
preme Court in United States v. Classic (313 
U.S. 299), made it clear that elections are re-
quired for Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives. The need for this amendment, 
especially during a period of national emer-
gency or disaster, is pointed up by the crit-
ical world conditions today, and the ability 
of some nations, through the use of atomic 
and hydrogen devices, to wreak mass de-
struction in target areas. 

The committee may wish to consider 
whether the power to fill vacancies should be 
operative only when more than one-half of 

the membership is vacant. It is noteworthy 
that similar proposals have been considered 
by past Congresses which provided for vacan-
cies to be filled when the total number ex-
ceeded 145, or approximately one-third of the 
authorized membership. 

The Department of Justice does not object 
to the enactment of this resolution, al-
though it might be desirable to include a 
provision which would establish a procedure 
for officially notifying the Governors of the 
States, perhaps through Presidential procla-
mation, as to when they are authorized to 
make such temporary appointments. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that 
there is no objection to the submission of 
this report from the standpoint of the ad-
ministration’s program. 

Sincerely yours, 
BYRON R. WHITE, 

Deputy Attorney General. 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR ESTES KEFAUVER 

Mr. Chairman, as a former member of this 
distinguished body where I was also a mem-
ber of this particular committee, it is a real 
pleasure and privilege for me to have this op-
portunity to express to it my opinions on a 
subject of vital importance of the House of 
Representatives and the entire Nation. 

I know from personal experience that the 
House of Representatives is properly proud 
of its historical role as representing the will 
of the people of the United States. No Mem-
ber has ever entered this body except by the 
mandate and popular vote of his constitu-
ents. The Founding Fathers were determined 
that Members of the House should be respon-
sible directly to the people. For this reason, 
they established a 2-year term of office and 
provided that vacancies should be filled in 
all events by special election. However, the 
framers of the Constitution could not foresee 
the stark realities of the mid-20th century 
when weapons of war which can wreak mass 
destruction almost instantaneously would 
come into the hands of hostile world powers. 

Of course, the Senate, too, has since be-
come a body elected by direct popular vote 
and although Members of the Senate are not 
required to submit themselves to the elec-
tive process so often, I believe that its Mem-
bers are also keenly conscious of the fact 
that they are elected by, and are responsible 
to, the people. 

In order that constitutional representative 
government may be continued in all events. 
I believe it is of vital importance to take 
precautionary steps so that some disaster 
could not prevent the legislative branch of 
our Federal Government from continuing to 
function in a fully representative capacity. 
As you know, presidential succession is as-
sured by law. Vacancies in the judicial 
branch can be filled by Executive appoint-
ments. When the Constitution was amended 
to provide for direct election of Senators, 
provision was also made for temporary ap-
pointments by State governors to fill vacan-
cies. Thus, if some nuclear disaster fell upon 
the Capitol, the executive and judicial 
branches and the Senate could be speedily 
reconstituted, but special elections would be 
required to fill vacancies in the House of 
Representatives. The delay in such a time 
could paralyze the functioning of the Federal 
government. 

I do not say that it would necessarily be 
constitutionally impossible for the House of 
Representatives to function with but a frac-
tion of its Members. I am informed that 
present parliamentary precedents indicate 
that the House can operate with a quorum of 
its living Members. But any disaster which 
killed one-half of one-third of the Represent-
atives might well disable or isolate so many 
others that quorum of the survivors could 

not be mustered. Also, if this occurred before 
a new Congress had organized and adopted 
its rules, a point of order might well be sus-
tained that a quorum consists of a majority 
of all Members chosen. In any event, it 
would be important at such a time that the 
representative character of the House be pre-
served, and that the delegations of the peo-
ple of all the States be substantially intact 
for the urgent legislative action which would 
be taken. The President should have that de-
gree of support and national unity which 
only a fully constituted Congress could give 
him. 

For this reason, I have favored for a num-
ber of years an amendment to the Constitu-
tion which would authorize the Governors of 
the various States to make temporary ap-
pointments to the House of Representatives 
whenever some disaster substantially re-
duced its membership. I believe such ap-
pointments should be as temporary as condi-
tions will permit and that the appointees 
should serve only until successors can be 
elected. However, in normal times, special 
elections require from 60 to 90 days, and in 
times of national emergency and disaster it 
could well be much longer before elections 
could properly be held. 

Former Senator William Knowland of Cali-
fornia was one of the earliest to become con-
cerned about the continuity of constitu-
tional representative government in the 
event of nuclear attack. In September of 
1949, it was learned that the Soviet Union 
had exploded an atomic bomb. In the 81st 
Congress, Senator Knowland then introduced 
Senate Joint Resolution 145 on January 18, 
1950. It set the number of vacancies which 
would authorize temporary appointments at 
one-half of the authorized membership of the 
House and set forth a detailed provision for 
a proclamation to inform the State Gov-
ernors that their appointive power had aris-
en. In the 82d Congress, Senator Knowland 
introduced Senate Joint Resolution 59, 
which reduced the operative number of va-
cancies to 145 and also contained notification 
provisions. The Senate hearings held in the 
81st and 82d Congresses indicate that it was 
thought that a majority of the authorized 
membership of the House was necessary for a 
quorum, and this may partially explain why 
Senator Knowland changed the operative 
number of vacancies from one-half to one- 
third in his proposal. It was developed in the 
course of hearings in the 84th Congress that 
parliamentary precedents required for a 
quorum only a majority of the Members of 
the House who are duly chosen, sworn, and 
living. Neither figure, therefore, has any par-
ticular constitutional or parliamentary sig-
nificance. In my opinion, the operative num-
ber of vacancies should be determined by the 
point at which the representative character 
and legislative efficiency of the House might 
become so impaired as to require temporary 
appointments. 

In the 83d Congress, Senator Knowland in-
troduced Senate Joint Resolution 39, which 
again specified one-third and contained proc-
lamation provisions. This resolution was ap-
proved by the Senate by a vote of 70 to 1 on 
June 4, 1954. 

In the 84th Congress, as chairman of the 
Senate Subcommittee on Constitutional 
Amendments, I became interested in this 
subject and introduced Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 8, which set the number of vacancies at 
one-half and did not contain a proclamation 
provision. I felt then and feel now that the 
operation of the authority granted by such 
an amendment should not depend upon the 
following of some detailed notification pro-
cedure. There are many pitfalls in attempt-
ing to deal constitutionally with all the 
unforseeable difficulties which might pre-
vent a specified mode of notification from 
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being carried out. This resolution was ap-
proved by the Senate by a vote of 76 to 3 on 
May 19, 1955. In the 85th Congress, I intro-
duced Senate Joint Resolution 157 along the 
same lines. In the 86th Congress, I intro-
duced Senate Joint Resolution 39 and it was 
approved by the Senate by a vote of 70 to 18 
despite the fact that two additional and sep-
arate articles of amendment were added to it 
on the Senate floor. 

From this background, I believe it is safe 
to say that if the House of Representatives 
approves a constitutional amendment on 
this subject, the chances are very good that 
the Senate will also approve it. 

Early in this Congress, I introduced Senate 
Joint Resolution 18, which set the operative 
number of vacancies at one-half. From dis-
cussion in the Subcommittee on Constitu-
tional Amendments, I have concluded that 
one-third is a more suitable basis than one- 
half, although any choice is necessarily 
somewhat arbitrary. In considering the pos-
sible effects of the type of disaster which we 
should guard against, I think it is most like-
ly that any disaster which killed one-third of 
the membership of the House would incapaci-
tate so many of the survivors that the House 
would probably be left with substantially 
less than one-half of its membership avail-
able for the transaction of business. A strong 
argument can be made that the operative 
number of vacancies should be even less. In-
deed, I doubt if the average citizen is con-
scious of any valid reason why individual va-
cancies in the House and Senate are treated 
differently by the Constitution with respect 
to temporary appointments. 

Senator Kenneth B. Keating, also a former 
Member of the House of Representatives, and 
I have, therefore, introduced Senate Joint 
Resolution 123, which specifies one-third. It 
also authorizes Congress to enforce the arti-
cle by legislation, leaving the way open to 
provide statutory procedures for determining 
when the requisite number of vacancies exist 
and notifying the State Chief Executives of 
this fact. Of course, the House will continue 
to be the constitutional judge of the quali-
fications of its own Members, in case unfore-
seen difficulties arise in the exercise of this 
grant of authority. 

I know that the Department of Justice and 
the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization 
are very much in favor of some amendments 
along these lines, and I understand that rep-
resentatives of these agencies will appear 
personally at these hearings. At a time when 
we are preparing ourselves militarily for the 
possibility of World War III and we are call-
ing upon our citizens for personal sacrifice to 
the point of urging construction of personal 
fallout shelters, I feel very strongly that it is 
the height of folly to leave a constitutional 
gap which might prevent the continuation of 
orderly representative government. The time 
is now singularly appropriate for approval of 
an amendment of this sort. It would dem-
onstrate to Mr. Khrushchev that we are pre-
paring governmentally, as well as militarily, 
if the enemies of freedom chose to precipi-
tate World War III. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend you and your 
committee for going into this subject at this 
time. I am not wedded to any particular 
form which the amendment should take, but 
I believe strongly that some amendment 
along these lines should be approved prompt-
ly by the Congress. I know that you will give 
this problem full and careful consideration 
and I am confident that the result will be a 
solution which serves the interests of all the 
American people, protects the integrity of 
this great legislative body, and insures the 
continuation of democratic government. 
Thank you for your courtesy and consider-
ation. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 

STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE CHARLES E. 
CHAMBERLAIN 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank the com-
mittee for this opportunity to appear in sup-
port of House Joint Resolution 508. Although 
I think that the purpose of and the very real 
need of this constitutional amendment are 
self-evident and require no elaborate dis-
sertation to prove their validity, I am 
pleased to present to the committee the rea-
sons which have influenced my thinking and 
convinced me of its merit. I make no claims 
with respect to the authorship of this pro-
posal to provide for the effective operation of 
Congress in the event of a national emer-
gency or disaster, but I wholeheartedly favor 
it because I have been concerned, for several 
years, about the future of representative 
government during a period of hostilities of 
the devastating proportions that can be ex-
pected should the cold war become a hot war. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we have all heard 
talk of the extensive plans to ensure the un-
interrupted functioning of the essential 
agencies of the executive branch in the event 
of a nuclear attack on Washington . . . and 
this is, certainly, as it should be. But the 
question remains as to what would happen to 
the legislative branch under the same situa-
tion. As things now stand, should there be 
such an attack in which a large segment of 
the membership of the House of Representa-
tives was lost, Congress would be unable to 
exercise all its constitutional powers and 
prerogatives until elections could be held. In 
the meantime we would have, for all intents 
and purposes, government by the executive 
branch. In addition, should Congress not be 
able to function, the morale of the Nation 
would be dealt a serious psychological shock 
which would only accentuate the chaos and 
confusion that would follow such an attack. 
Clearly, while we are acting to beef up our 
defenses, both at home and abroad, and while 
we are finally beginning to pay more atten-
tion to civil defense, this is a most oppor-
tune time to focus attention on this problem 
of how our system of government would 
function in such an eventually. Clearly, it is 
a time to anticipate every contingency and 
to act accordingly. 

House Joint Resolution 508 provides for an 
amendment to article 1, section 2, clause 4, 
of the Constitution, which reads, ‘‘When va-
cancies happen in the Representation from 
any State, the Executive Authority thereof 
shall issue Writs of Election to file such Va-
cancies.’’ The purpose of the amendment is 
to make it possible for the Governor of each 
State to fill immediately by appointment 
any vacancies resulting from an emergency 
or disaster. This would be effected when the 
Speaker, or in his stead some other duly em-
powered officer of the House, had certified to 
the President that over 145 vacancies existed 
in the membership, and when the President 
had then issued a proclamation permitting 
the Governor of each State affected to ap-
point new Members within 90 days. All other 
vacancies after this 90-day period would be 
filled in accordance with the customary pro-
cedures under clause 4 as it now reads. 

I believe that is essential that we safe-
guard our form of government as well as our 
populations from the disorder and devasta-
tion that such an attack would precipitate. 
Consider if you will the possible effect if the 
legislative system of the leading Nation of 
the free world were suddenly paralyzed? In 
such a circumstance the very essence of rep-
resentative government . . . so often un-
justly attacked as being inefficient and in-
capable of functioning effectively in times of 
crisis . . . is challenged. In past years the 
failure of such institutions to meet the de-
mands of the times has had a marked im-
pact. The inability of representative govern-

ment in Germany in the 1920’s and 1930’s to 
prevent the rise of nazism should indicate to 
us the need for sustaining strong representa-
tive institutions. Our system of government 
successfully met the Nazi challenge, but 
today it is threatened the world over by 
communism . . . which attempts to justify 
itself under the misleadingly innocent name 
of democratic centralism, which makes a 
mockery of true representative principles. 
Certainly we cannot permit to exist any 
foreseeable situation where our response to 
this threat might falter. 

In addition, many of the newer nations, 
whose peoples are not sufficiently prepared 
to maintain representative institutions, 
have resorted to various types of authori-
tarian government for the espoused purpose 
of preparing the people for democracy. The 
example we set in this country might well 
influence, that is, to encourage or discour-
age, the final adoption of representative gov-
ernment in these new nations. As the leading 
legislative body of the free world, we cannot 
afford to overlook any contingency that 
might possibly reflect upon our constitu-
tional system that has served us so well and 
brought us to our position of leadership in 
the free world. 

I trust that the committee will not see any 
partisan feelings motivating my concern in 
this area out of fear of powers that the 
present administration would assume in the 
event of such a national catastrophe. My 
feelings with respect to this problem have no 
relationship to the party affiliation of the 
President of the United States. As I have 
just said, my concern is more with the rep-
utation and preservation of representative 
government. But we should also keep in 
mind that the period in American history 
since the Second World War has been charac-
terized by the dramatic ascendency of the 
supremacy of the executive branch in our 
system of separated powers. And there are 
many students of politics and history who 
view this tendency with considerable appre-
hension. Whatever the validity of this view-
point, it is irrefutable that we must keep our 
representative institutions in constant re-
pair, and never fail, tacitly or otherwise to 
defend them against all dangers, imminent 
and potential. 

Mr. Chairman, those of us whose job it is 
to make the representative system work, too 
infrequently take time to consider the 
longer view and to speculate upon the prob-
able future of our political institutions. 
Whatever the nature of future developments 
and the possible impact that such an attack 
might have on them. I do no believe that 
there can be any doubt as to the practical 
wisdom or this proposal. It is my under-
standing that the Judiciary Committee of 
the other Chamber is prepared to consider a 
similar proposal. This is encouraging. How-
ever, it seems to me that too much time has 
already been gambled and that we should act 
on this proposal immediately. . . particu-
larly in view of the usually time consuming 
ratification process required. May I suggest 
to the committee that we never know how 
late the hour is . . . how close we may be to 
another Pearl Harbor. Naturally we hope 
that it will be prevented, but we should al-
ways be prepared. 

Certainly as we meet our responsibilities 
of national security we must not overlook 
the Congress itself and our responsibility to 
insure the continuance of representative 
government. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. BLUNT), our whip. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chairman of the committee, the 
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gentleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY), for 
recognizing me and for the hard work 
that he has done on this bill. 

I also want to say sitting here and 
listening to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Chairman NEY) and my friend, the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
LARSON), talk about this bill shows the 
heartfelt thought that has gone into 
this. 

This is a circumstance that we would 
all hope and pray that we would never 
have to exercise, whatever we do today 
or may do in the future. It is a moment 
that deserves some time and consider-
ation. As we talk about lofty constitu-
tional principles, I am reminded, 
though I would have to paraphrase 
Benjamin Franklin, who, after the Con-
stitutional Convention said that he had 
had other ideas when he came to Phila-
delphia. And while he was not totally 
satisfied with the product yet, he was 
not sure that he would not sometime 
come to believe that it was not the 
best possible thing that could be done 
and should be done. That is the spirit 
of the debate we need to have here 
today. 

I certainly appreciate the work the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Chairman 
SENSENBRENNER) has done, the willing-
ness he has to go beyond this and look 
at constitutional solutions as they are 
presented. I appreciate our friend, the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
BAIRD), and his immediate approach to 
me back shortly after September 11 on 
the floor and his immediate concern 
for this issue. 

I am more than happy to see a con-
stitutional debate occur on an amend-
ment at a later time. I do not know 
that there is an amendment out there 
that satisfies my concerns. In fact, I 
personally have become persuaded as I 
thought about this by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) 
and the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY) 
and others who have taken a scholarly 
look at this that the elected character 
of the House is the unique and vibrant 
thing about the House. And if it is at 
all possible to come up with a solution 
that maintains that character of this 
as the only body that the only way you 
can get here is to be elected, we should 
try to do that. But we can continue to 
have that discussion. 

I would suggest to my good friends 
on the other side of this debate that 
even if that happened, the proposal be-
fore us today could be seen as an appro-
priate interim step. Even if we were to 
find an amendment to the Constitution 
that would satisfy the broad concerns 
and the character of the institution, to 
have that on the floor, to have two- 
thirds of the Members of both Houses 
supportive of it, to then go to the 
States and have the States ratify 
would take a considerable amount of 
time. 

I hope we have a considerable 
amount of time before this ever mat-
ters. I, in fact, hope that the work we 
do here today is never tested one way 
or another. But if we do not have a 

considerable amount of time to come 
up with an approach that solves the 
immediate problem with a solution 
that is clearly workable and brought to 
this floor in good faith that would re-
constitute the body that would allow 
us to continue to have that greater dis-
cussion, in the interim we have at least 
taken a step to do what we could to see 
that the House was reconstituted as 
soon as possible. 

I also hope that our friends will work 
with us, and the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER) and I have talked 
about that, this is the gentleman from 
Connecticut (Mr. LARSON), the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER), the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. NEY); and I have to look at the 
rules and see if another interim thing 
in the rules themselves can be done on 
the issue of capacity. 

It is certainly possible that we would 
have Members who did not vacate their 
seats because of death, but were not 
able to serve for some period of time in 
the kind of circumstance we are antici-
pating today. Is there some way, again, 
either as a short or a final solution, we 
can deal with that at some point be-
tween now and the beginning of the 
next Congress in terms of the rules? 

b 1315 

Mr. Chairman, I am for this bill. I 
think it is a great step in the right di-
rection. It may be the final step, it 
may be an interim step, but it is a step 
that this body needs to take; and I en-
courage our colleagues to vote for this 
bill. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Michigan (Mrs. MILLER). 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today as a proud 
cosponsor of this legislation, and I urge 
my colleagues to support this very, 
very important bill. 

This bill really reflects our willing-
ness, I think, to think about what to do 
in regards to the United States House 
of Representatives if the unthinkable 
were to happen. We need to have a 
mechanism in place to ensure that our 
government remains strong, remains 
stable in the events of a catastrophic 
attack. 

Article I, Section 2 of our Constitu-
tion states that when vacancies happen 
in the representation of any State, the 
executive authority thereof shall issue 
writs of election to fill such vacancies. 
Here the operative phrase is clearly 
‘‘elections.’’ And so we know that our 
Founding Fathers intended for any 
Member of the United States House to 
only serve after being elected. And this 
House, the people’s House, has fulfilled 
that intention, and I think this legisla-
tion will continue that tradition. 

Before coming to Congress, I was 
very honored to serve as Michigan’s 

secretary of state with the principal re-
sponsibility of serving as the chief 
elections officer. So let me direct a few 
of my remarks to the actual mechanics 
of holding an election within the 
framework of this legislation. 

When we first proposed this bill, 
many of my former colleagues in the 
elections community expressed res-
ervations over our original mandate for 
election to be held within 21 days. The 
bill we consider today has extended 
that deadline to 45 days. And the indi-
viduals who I rely on as expert within 
this field say that they could conduct 
an election certainly within that time 
frame. 

In regards to election administration 
functions such as programming, test-
ing, hiring election workers and pre-
paring polling places, most polling 
places are relatively stable, so much so 
that in most States they are actually 
listed on the voter identification cards. 

If tragedy required this legislation to 
be acted upon, we need to remember 
that the ballot would only contain 
names for a single office, which would 
dramatically ease printing, program-
ming and testing. It should also be 
noted that since Congress has passed 
the Help America Vote Act, most 
States are embracing the election re-
form such as following the model in 
Michigan of a statewide computerized 
voter registration file which is con-
stantly updated by local election 
clerks, motor vehicle departments as 
well, thereby allowing an up-to-date, 
clean file to be printed at any time and 
provide it to all the polling places. 

Also, all of the States are rapidly 
moving toward a uniform system of 
voting equipment. Michigan, for exam-
ple, will soon have all of our 5,300 pre-
cincts using optical scan voting equip-
ment, which would allow for the vendor 
to always have a camera-ready ballot, 
and then all you have to do is fill in 
the names of the candidates for Con-
gress and go to print. 

These elections obviously would not 
take place in optimal conditions, but it 
has been my observation that elections 
officials will always rise to the occa-
sion to complete the required work, es-
pecially in time of a national emer-
gency. This legislation will ensure the 
integrity of the elections process. And 
while I recognize that there are various 
ideas about how we should approach 
the situation of mass vacancies, it is 
my personal belief that under no cir-
cumstances should we deviate from the 
direct election of Members of the peo-
ple’s House. Clearly it is incumbent 
upon us to find a solution to this issue 
which honors the wishes and the wis-
dom of our Founding Fathers that no 
individual will serve in this Chamber 
without being first elected by the peo-
ple. 

This legislation, under the guidance 
of the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER), and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DREIER), and the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY) is a re-
markable achievement and certainly 
deserves bipartisan support. 
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It has often been said that the price 

of freedom is being ever vigilant. The 
enemies of freedom will find that 
America is. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. PENCE). 

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time 
and for his wonderful leadership on this 
profoundly important legislation. 

I would also commend the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER), 
chairman of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, for his work on this bill, and to 
no lesser extent the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. BAIRD), who has, I 
think, singularly brought this issue to 
the attention of our colleagues in the 
days immediately following September 
11. 

I want to rise in strong support of the 
Continuity in Representation Act. 
Thinking of that ancient text that 
says, Teach us to number our days 
aright, that we might gain a heart of 
wisdom. I think it is about that, as the 
majority whip said, it is about that in 
that spirit that we gather here today. 

I must tell you, Mr. Chairman, this 
topic is not theoretical to me or my 
family or to anyone who was here on 
September 11. I stood on the Capitol 
lawn that morning and saw the smoke 
rising from the Pentagon, and scarcely 
1 month later I was informed by secu-
rity officials that the anthrax bacillus 
was on my desk, exposed to my staff 
and my family. 

While I pray that our Nation and this 
Congress will never experience any 
similar events with greater cata-
strophic effect on this institution, we 
must prepare for the eventuality. This 
legislation does that. By ensuring the 
continuity of this Congress, we will en-
sure that the people’s House will be 
available to meet the people’s needs in 
their most troubled hour. 

The House of Representatives is truly 
a unique facet of the American Govern-
ment. It has been called the people’s 
House. In fact, in the Federalist Pa-
pers’ James Madison said that elec-
tions, as this legislation dictates, elec-
tions would be ‘‘unquestionably the 
only policy’’ by which the House can 
have ‘‘intimate sympathy with the peo-
ple.’’ 

Madison also wrote that ‘‘the defini-
tion of the right of suffrage is very 
justly regarded as a fundamental arti-
cle of republican government . . . to 
have it left open for the occasional reg-
ulation of the Congress would have 
been improper.’’ 

Our Founders knew it. This legisla-
tion contemplates it. We must preserve 
the right and the obligation to be 
elected to serve in the House while we 
prepare necessarily for that dark day 
that we hope and pray shall never 
come. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on the 
Judiciary favorably reported H.R. 2844, 
but we actually had a rather narrow ju-
risdiction on this bill. In fact, our re-
view was limited to the review by the 
three-judge panel of the announcement 
by the Speaker that a sufficient num-
ber of vacancies existed to trigger the 
special election requirements of the 
bill. I think that actually skirts the 
more fundamental question that faces 
us as an institution. 

As we know, the Constitution, 
through its 17th Amendment, permits 
State Governors to appoint Senators to 
vacant seats, but there is no com-
parable provision for the prompt re-
placement of the Members of the House 
of Representatives. In fact, Article I, 
Section 2, Clause 4 of the Constitution 
requires the executive authority of the 
State in which a vacancy occurs in the 
House to order a special election to fill 
the vacancy. And the bill before us ac-
celerates the time in which an election 
would be held. 

The bill itself, I think, does raise 
some questions. We have concerns 
about whether the fine history of voter 
protection would be, in terms of the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965, the Voting 
Accessibility for the Elderly and 
Handicapped Act, the Uniformed and 
Overseas Citizen Absentee Voting Act, 
the National Voter Registration Act of 
1993, the Americans With Disabilities 
Act, and the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 
could be fully adhered to in the time 
frame outlined in the bill. Further, we 
worry whether the preclearance re-
quirements outlined in section 5 of the 
Voting Rights Act could be met in the 
time frame outlined in the bill before 
us. 

However, there is a more funda-
mental issue, which is what happens, 
should this bill become law, in the 45 
days between a disaster that elimi-
nates the House of Representatives and 
the holding of an election. Now, I have 
heard and I agree with Members who 
have quoted our Founding Fathers 
with some affection about the need to 
have this body be the people’s House. It 
is this body where every one of us who 
serves walks through this door know-
ing that we have been elected, selected 
by the voters of our respective dis-
tricts. That is unique and important in 
our system of government. But there is 
another fundamental and important as-
pect to our system of government, and 
that is the necessity of checks and bal-
ances. 

When we think back to 9/11 and that 
great tragedy that befell our country, 
we are well aware that action was re-
quired by the Congress in the 45 days 
that followed that attack on the 
United States. We needed to implement 
the War Powers Act. Only Congress can 
appropriate funds. And if we do not 
have a House of Representatives, we do 
not have a Congress; and if we do not 
have a Congress, whoever is the chief 
executive, when a disaster of the mag-

nitude that eliminates the House oc-
curs, must of necessity assume dictato-
rial powers in contradiction of the Con-
stitution. And I think that specter of 
dictatorial powers contradicting the 
checks and balances needs to be 
weighed when we consider replacing 
the election on a temporary, short- 
term basis, perhaps even just a few 
weeks, 45 days, so that we would have 
a functioning Congress in the event of 
a disaster. 

To do that we need to have a con-
stitutional amendment, and I am hope-
ful that we will be about soon, the con-
sideration of the constitutional amend-
ments that have been so far intro-
duced. And, frankly, I have authored 
one of them. I think it is a starting 
point. There are others. This is a com-
plex issue, and none of the amend-
ments, I think, are quite ready for our 
approval, but they do command our at-
tention. 

I would note that the Continuity of 
Government Commission, which was a 
joint project of the American Enter-
prise Institute and the Brookings Insti-
tute, sort of the odd fellows of political 
institutes, came up with the conclusion 
that it was a constitutional amend-
ment that was required to address 
mass vacancies in the Congress. When 
Jimmy Carter and Gerald Ford, Lloyd 
Cutler and Alan Simpson, Newt Ging-
rich and Tom Foley can agree on that, 
I am hopeful that in the end all of us 
will reach that same conclusion. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
LOFGREN) will control the time of the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS). 

There was no objection. 
Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, how much 

time remains? 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Ohio (Mr. NEY) has 3 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. LARSON) has 11 minutes 
remaining. The gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) has 10 
minutes remaining. The gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. LOFGREN) has 5 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. PAUL). 

(Mr. PAUL asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, as a co-
sponsor I am very pleased to support 
H.R. 2844, the Continuity in Represen-
tation Act. 

H.R. 2844 provides a practical and 
constitutional way to ensure that the 
House of Representatives can continue 
to operate in the event that more than 
100 Members are killed. H.R. 2844 thus 
protects the people’s right to choose 
their Representative at a time when 
such a right may be most important, 
while ensuring continuity of the legis-
lative branch. 

The version of H.R. 2844 before Con-
gress today was drafted with input 
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from the State election commissioners 
to make sure it sets realistic goals and 
will not unduly burden State govern-
ments. 

Mr. Chairman, there are those who 
say the power of appointment is nec-
essary in order to preserve checks and 
balances and prevent an abuse of exec-
utive power during a time of crisis. Of 
course, I agree that is a very important 
point to carefully guard against and 
protect our constitutional liberties, 
and that an overcentralization of 
power in the executive branch is one of 
the most serious dangers to our lib-
erties. However, during a time of crisis, 
it is all the more important to have 
Representatives accountable to the 
people. 

Otherwise, the citizenry has no check 
on the inevitable tendency of govern-
ment to infringe on the people’s lib-
erties at such a time. 

Supporters of amending the constitu-
tion claim that the appointment power 
will be necessary in the event of an 
emergency and that the appointed rep-
resentatives will only be temporary. 
However, the laws passed by these 
‘‘temporary’’ representatives will be 
permanent. 

The Framers gave Congress all the 
tools it needs to address problems of 
mass vacancies in the House without 
compromising this institution’s pri-
mary function as a representative 
body. In fact, as Hamilton explains in 
Federalist 59, the ‘‘time, place, and 
manner’’ clause was specifically de-
signed to address the kind of extraor-
dinary circumstances imagined by 
those who support amending the Con-
stitution. In conclusion, I urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 2844, the Con-
tinuity in Representation Act, which 
ensures an elected Congress can con-
tinue to operate in the event of an 
emergency. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to support H.R. 
2844, the Continuity in Representation Act, in-
troduced by my distinguished colleague, 
House Judiciary Committee Chairman JAMES 
SENSENBRENNER. H.R. 2844 provides a prac-
tical and Constitutional way to ensure that the 
House of Representatives can continue to op-
erate in the event that more than 100 mem-
bers are killed, H.R. 2844 thus protects the 
people’s right to choose their representatives 
at the time when such a right may be most im-
portant, while ensuring continuity of the legis-
lative branch. 

Article I Section 2 of the United States Con-
stitution grants state governors the authority to 
hold special elections to fill vacancies in the 
House of Representatives. Article I, Section 4 
of the Constitution gives Congress the author-
ity to designate the time, place, and manner of 
such special elections if states should fail to 
act expeditiously following a national emer-
gency. Alexander Hamilton, who played a 
major role in the drafting and ratification of the 
United States Constitution, characterized au-
thority over federal elections as shared be-
tween the states and Congress, with neither 
being able to control the process entirely. H.R. 
2844 exercises Congress’s power to regulate 
the time, place, and manner of elections by re-
quiring the holding of special elections within 

45 days after the Speaker or acting Speaker 
declares 100 members of the House have 
been killed. 

I have no doubt that the people of the states 
are quite competent to hold elections in a 
timely fashion. After all, it is in each state’s in-
terest to ensure it has adequate elected rep-
resentation in Washington. The version of 
H.R. 2844 before Congress today was drafted 
with input from state elections commissioners 
to make sure it sets realistic goals and will not 
unduly burden state governments. 

I am disappointed that some of my col-
leagues reject the sensible approach of H.R. 
2844 and instead support amending the Con-
stitution to allow appointed members to serve 
in this body. Allowing appointed members to 
serve in ‘‘the people’s house’’ will fundamen-
tally alter the nature of this institution and 
sever the people’s most direct connection with 
their government. 

Even with the direct election of Senators, 
the fact that members of the House are elect-
ed every 2 years while Senators run for state-
wide office every 6 years means that mem-
bers of the House of Representatives are still 
more accountable to the people than members 
of any other part of the federal government. 
Appointed members of Congress simply can-
not be truly representative. James Madison 
and Alexander Hamilton eloquently made this 
point in Federalist 52: ‘‘As it is essential to lib-
erty that the government in general should 
have a common interest with the people, so it 
is particularly essential that the branch of it 
under consideration should have an immediate 
dependence on, and an intimate sympathy 
with, the people. Frequent elections are un-
questionably the only policy by which this de-
pendence and sympathy can be effectually se-
cured.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, there are those who say that 
the power of appointment is necessary in 
order to preserve checks and balances and 
thus prevent an abuse of executive power dur-
ing a time of crisis. Of course, I agree that it 
is very important to carefully guard our con-
stitutional liberties in times of crisis, and that 
an over-centralization of power in the execu-
tive branch is one of the most serious dangers 
to that liberty. However, Mr. Chairman, during 
a time of crisis it is all the more important to 
have representatives accountable to the peo-
ple. Otherwise, the citizenry has no check on 
the inevitable tendency of Government to in-
fringe on the people’s liberties at such a time. 
I would remind my colleagues that the only 
reason we are considering reexamining provi-
sions of the PATRIOT Act is because of public 
concerns that this act gives up excessive lib-
erty for a phantom security. Appointed officials 
would not be as responsive to public con-
cerns. 

Supporters of amending the constitution 
claim that the appointment power will be nec-
essary in the event of an emergency and that 
the appointed representatives will only be tem-
porary. However, the laws passed by these 
‘‘temporary’’ representatives will be perma-
nent. 

Mr. Chairman, this country has faced the 
possibility of threats to the continuity of this 
body several times in our history. Yet no one 
suggested removing the people’s right to vote 
for members of Congress. For example, the 
British in the War of 1812 attacked the city of 
Washington, yet nobody suggested the States 
could not address the lack of a quorum in the 

House of Representatives through elections. 
During the Civil War, the neighboring State of 
Virginia, where today many Capitol Hill staffers 
reside and many members stay while Con-
gress is in session, was actively involved in 
hostilities against the United States Govern-
ment. Yet, Abraham Lincoln never suggested 
that non-elected persons serve in the House. 
Adopting any of the proposals to deny the 
people the ability to choose their own rep-
resentatives would let the terrorists know that 
they can succeed in altering our republican in-
stitutions. I hope all my colleagues who are 
considering rejecting H.R. 2844 in favor of a 
Constitutional amendment will question the 
wisdom of handing terrorists a preemptive vic-
tory over republican government. 

As noted above, the Framers gave Con-
gress all the tools it needs to address prob-
lems of mass vacancies in the House without 
compromising this institution’s primary function 
as a representative body. In fact, as Hamilton 
explains in Federalist 59, the ‘‘time, place, and 
manner’’ clause was specifically designed to 
address the kind of extraordinary cir-
cumstances imagined by those who support 
amending the Constitution. In conclusion, I 
urge my colleagues to support H.R. 2844, the 
Continuity in Representation Act, which en-
sures an elected Congress can continue to 
operate in the event of an emergency. This is 
what the Drafters of the Constitution intended. 
Furthermore, passage of H.R. 2844 sends a 
strong message to terrorists that they cannot 
alter our republican government. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, may I inquire, we have re-
served our time, but who will close and 
in what order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. LOFGREN) will be 
first, then the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER), the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON), 
and then the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
NEY). 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. BAIRD), 
who as has been pointed out by several 
others, has done extraordinary work on 
behalf of this institution and this body 
to bring this very important issue be-
fore us. 

b 1330 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Connecticut for 
the time, and I thank my friends on 
the other side. 

Let us start with where we agree. Ev-
eryone who has spoken has said that 
the ideal way to replace Members per-
manently is through elections. People 
have suggested that this is somehow a 
covert way or a slippery slope to do 
away with elections for Members of the 
House. It is not true. There will not be 
a single voice in the record of this dis-
cussion that argues that it is true. We 
all agree on that. Let us ask if we 
agree on some other things. 

Do we agree that article I functions 
of the Congress should not be usurped 
by the executive branch? I think we 
should because we have sworn an oath 
to that Constitution; but if we do not 
act to ensure that there is a legislative 
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branch, what alternative is left but for 
the executive to usurp those respon-
sibilities, and if they so choose, what 
vehicle and what body is left to rein 
them in from that usurpation? 

I submitted an amendment to this 
very bill which was not ruled in order 
that would have at least had the Con-
gress of the United States on record af-
firming that the executive, in time of 
crisis, should not usurp our authority; 
but it was ruled out of order. I find it 
frankly astonishing that my friend, the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL), who 
is such an adamant defender of the 
Constitution, is apparently willing to 
abrogate all of our article I until we 
can have special elections and an 
unelected executive could run the en-
tire country. 

Ask yourselves, would the Framers 
really have let two or three people con-
stitute a House of Representatives 
when they themselves adjourned? 
Would they really have believed that 
two or three survivors or no survivors 
should allow an executive to take this 
Nation into war? Ask your constitu-
ents. Go back home. Ask your con-
stituents: If your representatives in 
Congress are all killed, and a Cabinet 
member who you never chose and do 
not know who they are, have no infor-
mation about their background, 
emerges one day and says I am now the 
President of the United States of 
America, should they have 45 days 
carte blanche to take this country into 
war, take away your civil rights and 
you will have no one here to express 
your concerns? 

This notion that we are going to 
somehow appoint people who are to-
tally unresponsive to the American 
people boggles my mind. We have been 
entrusted with our constituents, with 
impeachment of Presidents, with tak-
ing our country into war, with levying 
taxes and all the other article I duties; 
and yet somehow we are not capable of 
choosing people, former statesmen, 
former stateswomen who would serve 
this Nation well in time of crisis. 
Somehow that escapes our capacity. To 
create straw men as convenient vehi-
cles for rhetorical argument, that 
would leave our country without a 
functioning Congress, is not a service 
to the people who wrote this Constitu-
tion. 

There are two portraits of this gen-
tleman in this hall that I revere. First 
of all, Washington’s presence right here 
because he looks over us and reminds 
us to take our job seriously; but in the 
rotunda of this building there is a por-
trait in which Washington is giving 
back his commission as Commander in 
Chief of the Army to a republican form 
of representative government. He is 
not saying, I won the war, now I as 
chief executive want to run the coun-
try. He is saying there must be a Con-
gress that runs this country; represent-
atives of the people must run this 
country. 

We agree that you must have special 
elections, but my friends have not 

made provisions for what else to do in 
the interim; and in the time in which 
there would be elections, they have 
created a vehicle which is laden with 
problems. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BAIRD. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friend for yielding. 

I simply would like to ask my friend, 
as we have been discussing this issue of 
a constitutional amendment, the one 
question that I have is that it is my 
sense that in this House there is not a 
two-thirds vote that would, in fact, 
allow for the process of the constitu-
tional amendment to begin. 

Mr. BAIRD. Reclaiming my time, the 
gentleman cannot filibuster me. 

We have waited 21⁄2 years since we 
watched 3,000 of our fellow citizens die, 
and this body has not acted. They now 
give us 2 hours. We have not given this 
body time to debate. Ask my col-
leagues, as I did yesterday, have they 
had sufficient time to study this mat-
ter of this magnitude before we vote on 
it. They will tell you, no, sir, I have 
not. They will vote party line, as we 
far too often do here; but they will not 
vote conscience because their con-
science has not grappled with this. I 
will not yield because this matters, and 
we have not been given sufficient time. 

Give us time for real debate, not in a 
committee chaired by someone who is 
antithetically opposed to it. Give us 
time in this great body because it is 
our entire future that is at stake, not 
the future of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary or the Committee on House Ad-
ministration. It is the future of this 
body. Give us time; give the people 
time for real debate. 

How can my colleagues say that 
elected representatives are sacrosanct 
and then not give those elected rep-
resentatives time to debate a matter 
that concerns the very existence of this 
body? That, if for no other reason, is 
reason enough to vote ‘‘no’’ on this leg-
islation. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

‘‘The right of suffrage is certainly 
one of the’’ most ‘‘fundamental articles 
of republican government, and ought 
not to be regulated by the legislature. 
A gradual abridgment of this right has 
been the mode in which aristocracies 
have been built on the ruins of popular 
forms.’’ That was said by James Madi-
son on August 7, 1787, to the Constitu-
tional Convention; and the very pro-
posal that is offered by opponents of 
this bill, a constitutional amendment 
to allow Congress to require that va-
cant House seats be filled by appoint-
ment, even temporarily, was explicitly 
rejected by the founders as antithetical 
to republican government. 

My committee had a hearing in 2002 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. BAIRD). 
There was not very much support for 

it; and I imagine that when this House 
debates the Baird amendment, it will 
be voted down. It will go far short of 
the two-thirds necessary to propose a 
constitutional amendment because 
there are enough Members of this 
House that believe that the principle of 
having an elected House of Representa-
tives is paramount. 

I will get my colleague his vote and 
his debate for him with the cooperation 
of my friend from California, the chair-
man of the Committee on Rules, who is 
the cosponsor of my bill; but what I 
would like to know is those of my col-
leagues who criticize the Sensen-
brenner-Dreier bill, what is their alter-
native if the constitutional amendment 
gets voted down? They have not stated 
what alternative they have, and that is 
why this bill is important. 

On September 11, 2001, the fourth hi-
jacked plane was headed for this build-
ing. If it had not been for the heroic ac-
tions of the passengers of United Flight 
93 who forced the plane down over 
Pennsylvania, Congress’ ability to 
function may have been severely dis-
rupted. While the 17th amendment al-
lows Governors immediately to appoint 
replacement Senators, currently there 
are no mechanisms to quickly replace 
House Members. However, we can act 
today to enact such a mechanism 
through the legislative process, just as 
the founders intended. The Continuity 
of Representation Act of 2004 will, un-
like other proposals, preserve the peo-
ple’s constitutional right to elect di-
rectly their representatives. 

The bill provides for the expedited 
special election of new Members to fill 
seats left vacant in extraordinary cir-
cumstances, which the bill defines as 
occurring when the Speaker announces 
that there are more than 100 vacancies 
in the representation from the States. 
Within 10 days after such an announce-
ment, the political parties of the 
States with House vacancies, as pro-
vided by State law, may nominate can-
didates to run in a special election to 
be held within 45 days. 

While some may argue for the adop-
tion of a constitutional amendment al-
lowing the appointment of replacement 
House Members if a terrorist attack 
leaves large numbers of vacancies, such 
an amendment would destroy the unin-
terrupted tradition that only Members 
duly and directly elected by their local 
constituents should serve in the House, 
while ignoring the current mechanism 
for preserving continuity in govern-
ment, the founders, in their wisdom, 
included in the Constitution and which 
is the basis for this bill. 

Madison used the strongest terms 
when stating the House must be com-
posed of only those elected by the peo-
ple. Madison wrote in the Federalist 
Papers that direct elections are ‘‘un-
questionably the only policy’’ by which 
the House can have ‘‘an intimate sym-
pathy with the people.’’ 

The House, uniquely among all 
branches and bodies of the entire Fed-
eral Government, is rooted in demo-
cratic principles, and those principles 
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must be preserved at all costs. Current 
Federal law allows the Presidency and 
the Senate to consist entirely of the 
unelected. Without an elected House, 
the entire Federal Government would 
be run without a single branch reflect-
ing the popular will. Think about it. If 
we have an appointed House and an ap-
pointed Senate and an appointed Presi-
dent, our democracy will end up being 
run by appointed people. That is not 
what James Madison and the others 
who were in that convention envi-
sioned ever happening. 

Congress has the clear constitutional 
authority to enact H.R. 2844 under arti-
cle I, section 4, of the Constitution, 
which states that ‘‘the Congress may 
at any time by law make or alter’’ 
State election laws. Consistent with 
the right to chosen representation, the 
founders explicitly considered Con-
gress’ power to require expedited spe-
cial elections the solution to potential 
discontinuity in government in ex-
traordinary situations. As Alexander 
Hamilton wrote in the Federalist Pa-
pers, the Constitution gives the Con-
gress ‘‘a right to interpose’’ its special 
election rules on the States ‘‘whenever 
extraordinary circumstances might 
render that interposition necessary to 
its safety.’’ The Supreme Court has 
unanimously approved such clear-cut 
constitutional authority. 

While some take a pessimistic view 
of the resiliency of the electoral proc-
ess following an attack on the Nation’s 
Capitol, I have a different view. 

In England during the Second World 
War, many members of the House of 
Commons were killed in battle. Our 
friends across the Atlantic never de-
volved to appointed rule, and special 
elections were held within 42 days after 
the date of death to fill the vast major-
ity of seats left vacant, even when the 
Nazis were bombing England during 
the Blitz. I have no doubt that here 
today in the United States the bound-
less spirit of the American people will 
ensure that democracy prevails in the 
most pressing conditions. Just as the 
recovery of the Pentagon and the 
World Trade Center sites were accom-
plished far quicker than imagined, I 
have the greatest confidence in the 
people of this great country that State 
and local election authorities would 
expeditiously work to restore the peo-
ple’s House in time of emergency. 

R. Doug Lewis, executive director of 
the Elections Center, a nonpartisan or-
ganization representing the Nation’s 
election officials, has testified that 
elections administrators from com-
bined responses nationwide feel that 
they can conduct an election in as few 
as 45 days. While others assert that it 
would be too burdensome for special 
elections to be required within 45 days 
of a catastrophic attack, 10 States, as 
the Congressional Budget Office has 
pointed out, already require special 
elections within 45 days in normal, 
nonemergency situations. Vacancies in 
the Virginia General Assembly during 
the session have been filled in as few as 

12 days after the vacancy has occurred, 
and no one has complained that those 
elections were unfair or unrepresenta-
tive. 

One does not have to look far for ex-
amples of the resiliency of the voting 
process and our State and local elec-
tion officials’ dedication to the cause 
of democracy. Take, for example, last 
year’s gubernatorial recall election in 
California that involved 135 candidates 
and an election that was certified 54 
days after the certificate was issued. 
Voters were also asked to consider two 
constitutional amendment propo-
sitions. The election proceeded 
smoothly amidst unprecedentedly high 
voter turnout and 10,000 fewer polling 
places in the State of California than 
normal. 

While some imagine horrific sce-
narios regarding catastrophic attacks 
on the Capitol, more inspiring sce-
narios can be imagined that resonate 
more closely with the American spirit. 
Should such a terrible situation occur, 
millions of people around the country 
might fill schools and gymnasiums, 
churches and meeting halls and freely 
exercise, in the wake of a vigorous at-
tack by haters of freedom and democ-
racy, their right to directly chosen rep-
resentation, a right that has served un-
interrupted in the history of our coun-
try. 
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Indeed, while some argue that adopt-

ing an amendment to the Constitution 
authorizing appointed Members is nec-
essary in the light of a potential ter-
rorist attack, the very adoption of such 
an amendment itself would accomplish 
what no terrorist could ever do, name-
ly striking a fatal blow to what other-
wise has been called the people’s 
House. H.R. 2844, on the other hand, is 
founded on clear, existing constitu-
tional authority that preserves the 
vital, time-tested constitutional value 
of directly elected representation that 
has made this country the most suc-
cessful experiment in representative 
government the world has ever known. 

The issue here in this debate has 
been if there is a catastrophe whether 
this House should stay elected or 
whether we should amend the Constitu-
tion to allow successors to be ap-
pointed in some manner or another. It 
is vitally important that in a time of 
crisis, whomever enters the doors to 
the Chambers where the House of Rep-
resentatives meet enters the door with 
a mandate from the people, because if 
an appointed representative enters this 
door, the mandate would come from 
whomever appointed them. 

Pass the bill. Do the right thing. 
Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
I think there is broad agreement in 

this House, more than one might know 
from listening to the debate, that we 
all value an elected House of Rep-
resentatives, but we are talking about 
a worst-case scenario here. 

The chairman mentioned what if we 
had appointed Senators and appointed 

House Members and an appointed 
President. That would surely be a cata-
strophic event that would yield that 
situation where no one who was elected 
was left living to run the American 
Government. In that case I would 
argue it would be better to have ap-
pointed people rather than a single ap-
pointed person to run the government, 
because the issue really is between dic-
tatorship and a tripartite form of gov-
ernment between the judiciary, the ex-
ecutive, and the legislative branches. 

The chairman asks what is our alter-
native to his bill for expedited elec-
tions? And I would ask what is the al-
ternative for the 45 days that leaves a 
vacancy, a void that the adoption of 
this bill would provide? I worry that we 
have not begun the work on this con-
stitutional amendment. 

I introduced a constitutional amend-
ment in December of 2001 contem-
plating a worst case. It may be that 
that amendment needs additional 
work. Frankly, I think it does. But 
that work needs to be in a bipartisan 
effort in the Committee on the Judici-
ary and later here on the floor. I would 
urge we begin that as soon as possible. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
LANGEVIN), who has also been in the 
forefront of this issue, and I thank him 
for his comments. 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time and for his fine work on this 
important legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this legislation and am disappointed 
that we are not able to discuss the 
matter of continuity in the thoughtful, 
thorough, and nonpartisan manner it 
deserves. Many of my colleagues, in-
cluding the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. BAIRD), the gentleman 
from California (Mr. COX), the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. FROST), the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY), and 
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
LARSON), have tried to encourage dia-
logue on this matter, but this bill does 
not address many of the concerns 
raised by Members of this House and 
outside experts during the last 21⁄2 
years. 

Under H.R. 2844, if the House experi-
enced the deaths of more than 100 
Members, the Speaker could direct 
States to conduct special elections 
within 45 days. Well, as a former sec-
retary of state, I know how to run elec-
tions, and the 45-day time frame in this 
bill would severely limit election offi-
cials’ ability to prepare ballots, train 
poll workers, select polling locations, 
and inform the voting public about the 
process. The short time frame would 
also disenfranchise our military and 
citizens living abroad, as well as cer-
tain elderly and disabled citizens who 
would not be able to apply for, receive, 
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and return their absentee ballots by 
mail. All of these things and many 
more would clearly undermine the 
process and the outcome of such a spe-
cial election. 

Now, while 45 days is not enough 
time to conduct special elections, it is 
certainly too long for Congress to re-
main inactive. In the 6 weeks after the 
attacks of September 11, Congress 
passed legislation authorizing the use 
of military force, an airline assistance 
measure, an economic stimulus bill, 
the Defense Authorization Act, numer-
ous appropriation bills, the farm bill, 
and legislation pertaining to bioter-
rorism, victims assistance, and going 
after terrorism financing. H.R. 2844 
would leave important decisions to a 
greatly diminished and possibly an un-
representative House. In the case of 
widespread incapacitation, the House 
would be unable to achieve a quorum 
and become inoperative during a time 
of crisis. 

I am disappointed that H.R. 2844 does 
not address these important issues and 
ignores a priority of mine, deciding 
how Congress could communicate and 
function if terrorist acts prevented it 
from meeting in one location. These 
matters warrant greater discussion 
than the limited bill before us, and the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
BAIRD) has introduced a discharge peti-
tion for a full and fair debate on con-
tinuity, which I have signed. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to vote against H.R. 2844 and to sign 
the Baird discharge petition. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

There has been a lot of serious dis-
cussion here on the floor today, and I 
think some wonderful things have been 
said, but a few things that have come 
to my mind in listening to them. Cer-
tainly Madison’s wonderful discussion 
about the elected nature of this body is 
important to all of us, but also we 
must recall those words were said at a 
time when the United States Senate 
was totally appointed. 

Now, of course, the Senate is elected, 
but not a one of us would argue, I 
think, that Senator MURKOWSKI is not 
a real Senator. She is. And just as 
would the temporary House Members 
be, if the worst-case disaster came and 
all the House Members were killed, if 
we had temporaries until an acceler-
ated election system allowed for re-
placement by elected people. 

I worried on September 11 that if the 
terrorists really understood our system 
of government, they would know that 
the easiest way to turn the American 
democracy into a dictatorship would be 
to kill the Members of the House, be-
cause that is our weak link in terms of 
our American democracy. I think if we 
can provide for the continuity of the 
legislative branch of government, we 
will do a wonderful thing for our coun-
try, because we will preserve the Amer-
ican democracy, and we will do some-

thing else: We will make the legislative 
branch safer from attack. If terrorists 
cannot destroy the American democ-
racy by killing the Members of the 
House, it is a lot more less attractive 
to kill the Members of the House. 

I would like to say something else. 
We have talked about the dictatorship 
that would be necessary if Congress 
could not function. There is another 
aspect, which is the element of the con-
fidence of the people in the legislative 
branch. For example, and I mentioned 
this at the Committee on Rules hear-
ing last night, how would the American 
people feel if the terrorists went out to 
the Republican Conference retreat and 
they killed all the Republican Mem-
bers, and only the House Democrats 
were left? Would that feel comfortable 
for the country as a whole, for a coun-
try that is almost evenly divided in 
terms of party representation? I think 
not. 

What if all the Members on the east 
coast were killed, and only the west 
coast Members survived to run the 
country? Would that really lead to con-
fidence on the part of the American 
people? 

We need to make sure that this 
branch of government survives on a 
temporary basis while these acceler-
ated elections can be held. I personally 
think that the 45 days may be a bit too 
aggressive. I know my own State of 
California has suggested a slightly 
longer time frame to actually hold an 
election that will work. And I know 
that there will be an amendment of-
fered to extend the amount of time by 
a small amount that hopefully might 
gain some favor from Members on both 
sides of the aisle. But I do think what-
ever we do with the accelerated elec-
tion bill before us today, we will have 
let down our country if we do not ad-
dress the constitutional issues required 
to really save the American democracy 
from the worst case that the terrorists 
might throw out. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. CHABOT). 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Following the horrific attacks on 
September 11, it became evident that 
Congress had to act in case there was a 
catastrophic event that literally jeop-
ardized the ongoing government. We 
handled this in many different ways. 
There was a working group. We held a 
hearing in my subcommittee, the Sub-
committee on the Constitution, should 
we go the constitutional amendment 
route or statute. I became convinced 
the statute was the best way to go to 
ensure directly elected representatives 
in this body. 

I would urge my colleagues to con-
tinue to make this the people’s House, 
where we are all elected by the people, 
and nobody is appointed by Governors 
or anybody else. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate the chairman’s yielding me 
this time. 

I support the Continuity In Represen-
tation Act of 2004. This legislation pre-
serves the right of the people of the 
United States to elect their own rep-
resentatives, even after a deadly at-
tack. One of the cornerstones of our 
Constitution is the right of the people 
to govern themselves through elected 
representation. This right should be 
upheld and, in fact, continued. 

H.R. 2844 provides for the expedited 
special election of new Members of 
Congress if more than 100 seats are va-
cant. This is designed to address a situ-
ation in which our country is attacked 
and significant numbers of Members of 
Congress are killed. 

Mr. Chairman, in the wake of such an 
attack on our country, Americans need 
to be assured that their government is 
legitimate, and citizens need to feel 
that actions undertaken by Congress at 
a time of disaster or war are also le-
gitimate. By allowing for the election 
of Representatives rather than for 
their appointment, Americans can be 
reassured that our government is con-
tinuing to function in a truly rep-
resentative fashion. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) 
for moving legislation that guarantees 
our government would survive. It has 
been over 2 years since September 11. 
This issue must be addressed today in a 
democratic fashion. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield for the purpose of a 
unanimous consent request to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS). 

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, Congres-
sional succession is one of the most timely— 
yet challenging—issues facing this body. In 
order to successfully resolve this issue, we 
must craft a solution that will ensure that the 
legislative branch of government remains fully 
functional; while also guaranteeing that the will 
of the people is constantly reflected. Along the 
way, of course, we must also guarantee that 
all of the civil rights laws—currently on the 
books—remain unaffected. 

I initially agreed to serve as an original co-
sponsor of the legislation before us because I 
generally believe that we should avoid amend-
ing the Constitution, when a statutory re-
sponse is available. Such an approach is 
quicker, more likely to be passed into law, and 
avoids amending our most sacred national 
charter. While recognizing that this bill is far 
from perfect, I considered it to be a good first 
step—something we could build upon in a bi-
partisan way. 

Unfortunately, several serious concerns re-
main unaddressed. For example, it has been 
suggested that the 45 day time-frame may be 
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insufficient to conduct expedited elections, and 
lead to the disenfranchisement of many of our 
men and women in the armed services. It also 
has been brought to my attention that the bill 
contains several unfunded mandates and is 
completely silent on the issue of Member dis-
ability or incapacity. 

However, the aspect of the bill that I am 
most deeply troubled by relates to its possible 
impact on our civil rights laws—laws that I 
have fought long and hard to protect through-
out the tenure of my career. Namely, the im-
pact that the legislation would have on the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965, the Voting Accessi-
bility for the Elderly and Handicapped Act, the 
Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee 
Voting Act, the National Voter Registration Act 
of 1993, the American with Disabilities Act of 
1990, and the Rehabilitation Act of 1973—just 
to name a few. 

The expedited timeframe that some seek to 
establish in this bill could substantially under-
mine the pre-clearance requirements outlined 
in Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act. Need-
less to say, this is an extreme provision of the 
Act. It remains a bedrock principle of the law. 

The current bill before us could also lead to 
the disenfranchisement of countless handi-
capped and elderly voters—if due to the expe-
dited timeframe—election authorities are 
forced to use polling places that are not 
wheelchair accessible. Or, if individuals with 
disabilities failed to receive the required 30 
day notice with respect to polling place infor-
mation—as required under the ADA. 

To address these obvious deficiencies, 
Ranking Member LARSON of the House Admin-
istration committee submitted an amendment 
to the Rules committee that would have made 
clear that nothing within this bill would be con-
strued to affect the application of the numer-
ous civil rights and voting laws I just men-
tioned. It is worth pointing out that similar lan-
guage was included in the Help America Vote 
Act, recently passed by this body. Unfortu-
nately, it was the wisdom of some to object to 
making that amendment in order. 

It was my sincere hope that we could have 
worked together today on a bipartisan basis to 
reach agreement on these difficult issues. This 
should not have been an issue that neces-
sitated a partisan debate. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

Let me say, Mr. Chairman, how much 
I have appreciated the debate this 
afternoon on this important issue. I 
want to go back, because of the focus 
of this debate, to comments made by 
Estes Kefauver. This is not an issue 
that is new to this Chamber. It has 
been raised in the past, and I think 
Kefauver cuts to the core of this issue. 

He said, ‘‘I do not say that it would 
be necessarily impossible for the House 
of Representatives to function with but 
a fraction of its Members. I am in-
formed that present parliamentary 
precedents indicate that the House can 
operate with a quorum of its living 
Members. But any disaster which 
killed one-half or one-third of the Rep-
resentatives might well disable or iso-
late so many others that a quorum of 
survivors could not be mustered. 

‘‘Also, if this occurred before a new 
Congress had organized and adopted its 

rules, a point of order might well be 
sustained that a quorum consists of a 
majority of all Members chosen. In any 
event, it would be important at such 
time that the representative character 
of the House be preserved. And that the 
delegations of the people of all States 
be substantially intact for the urgent 
legislative action which could be 
taken.’’ 
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The representative character of the 

House is equally as constitutionally 
compelling as is being duly elected 
here, because as so often quoted today, 
the Connecticut Compromise focused 
on the representation of States, and if 
a disaster did occur, I cannot imagine a 
body or this democracy would be able 
to proceed in a legitimate fashion with 
the potential of States, many States, 
not even being represented. 

Kefauver went on to say the Presi-
dent should have the degree of support 
and national unity which only a fully 
constituted Congress can give him. 
Think back to those images I talked 
about earlier and how important it was 
as a symbol for this country. I think 
that cuts to the heart of how strongly 
people feel about this issue. 

Mr. Chamberlain of Michigan shared 
a similar concern. His concern was that 
this body, its representative nature, 
without being legitimate, could force 
us into a situation that would not be 
reflective of this great institution and 
this great body. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. COX) and the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. FROST) for the com-
mission they headed up. But most of 
all, I want to thank the Speaker of the 
House, the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. HASTERT), who cares about the in-
stitution and helped with this piece of 
legislation. 

This legislation falls in line with 
what we have always done in the entire 
history of our country, which is to 
elect Members. It is a good bill. Also, 
let us have some faith in the American 
people. If a crisis happens, which we 
hope it does not, the American people 
are resilient. The American people will 
continue with their democracy and will 
exercise the purest form of democracy, 
which is to vote. I support the bill. 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, today, this 
House passed important legislation that will 
help ensure elected representation in the 
House of Representatives in the event that 
there is a tragic and catastrophic loss of life 
amongst the membership of this body. It is im-
portant that, should such a tragedy occur, that 
the people’s House remain a body of elected 
officials, and H.R. 2844 would protect this 
character of the House of Representatives. 
H.R. 2844 would ensure that, in the event of 
a national tragedy and an extraordinary loss of 
life in this House, our government would con-
tinue to operate in a timely and effective man-
ner that upholds the rights and ideals afforded 
to every American in our Constitution. 

Had I not had a previous commitment in my 
home State of Georgia, I would have voted 

‘‘no’’ on rollcall Vote No. 129, a vote on 
amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. LARSON of 
Connecticut to H.R. 2844; and I would have 
voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall Vote No. 130, a vote on 
passage for H.R. 2844, the Continuity in Rep-
resentation Act of 2004. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, the committee on the Judiciary took this 
bill up in a markup in January of this year, and 
I expressed my reservations with its provisions 
as drafted on the Committee record. This bill 
has major flaws that require the attention of 
Members of both sides of the aisle. Since one 
of the pillars of our government is the principle 
of due process as set forth in the 5th and 14th 
Amendments to the U.S. Constitution, it is crit-
ical that a piece of legislation such as this that 
deals with the mechanics of electing leaders in 
emergency situations be crafted with full re-
spect for those principles. The 45-day dead-
line for State special elections set forth in this 
bill, as drafted, will not alleviate the fact that 
States won’t have sufficient time to hold pri-
mary elections. Furthermore, such a short 
amount of preparation time could arguably 
favor candidates who are wealthy or well- 
backed because only these candidates would 
have the resources and ability to prepare such 
a quick election campaign. 

Therefore, I have proposed amendments 
that are geared toward the maintenance of our 
due process guarantees with respect to the 
emergency special election process that would 
be triggered under this Act. 

The first potion of this amendment, 
JACKSO.173, reads as follows: 

In section 26(b)(4)(C)(i) of the Revised Stat-
utes of the United States, as proposed to be 
added by the bill, strike ‘‘2 days’’ and insert 
‘‘7 days.’’ 

This change would amend the section of the 
bill that deals with the time in which a per-
son(s) may file a lawsuit arising out of the 
Speaker of the House’s announcement of va-
cancies in the House of Representatives in ex-
cess of 100. This change would amend para-
graph (4), subparagraph (B)(i) and expand the 
ability of an aggrieved party to file suit for ei-
ther declaratory or injunctive relief from just 
two (2) days to seven (7) days. 

Because not every State has a Capital Belt-
way or even a superhighway system, and be-
cause information travels at a different rate in 
every location, it is important that we establish 
a fair standard for a filing rule that affects 
every State in the country. The principle of 
procedural due process dictates that every cit-
izen be given a realistic opportunity to obtain 
legal relief through our Judicial Branch. 

The second portion of this proposal speaks 
even more to the issue of due process for all 
citizens. Its test reads as follows: 

In section 26(b)(4)(C)(iii) of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States, as proposed to 
be added by the bill, insert after ‘‘the ac-
tion’’ the following: ‘‘(taking into account 
an opportunity for an expedited appeal of the 
initial decision).’’ 

Because the 45-day deadline for special 
State elections already places significant con-
straints on the electoral process and on the 
citizens represented due to its brevity, taking 
away the right to an appeal from the U.S. Dis-
trict Court would excessively curtail the proce-
dural due process rights enjoyed by citizens. 
Given that the time in which a Federal judge 
has to compose an order disposing of these 
matters is provided in this bill, an equally ex-
peditious appeals process should be provided 
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so as to maintain consistency with the U.S. 
Constitution and the commitment to both the 
5th and 14th Amendments. 

Thirdly, the amendment reads as follows: 
In section 26(b)(4)(C)(iv) of the Revised 

Statutes of the United States, as proposed to 
be added by the bill, insert after ‘‘vacant’’ 
the following: ‘‘any citizen of the district 
and any political party of the State.’’ 

This proposal is very important to protect 
the interests of all citizens in the various con-
gressional districts in the midst of party poli-
tics. As the bill is drafted, Section 2, para-
graph (4), subparagraph (iv) would confer the 
right to sue in the event of a vacancy an-
nouncement by the Speaker of the House 
solely to the ‘‘executive authority,’’ in Hous-
ton’s case, the Governor. Such very limited 
language almost certainly threatens to deprive 
the citizens of a right that they should enjoy in 
the event that the Governor chooses not to 
participate in a suit for declaratory or injunctive 
relief pursuant to a vacancy announcement 
made by the Speaker of the House. In order 
to protect the rights of every person who truly 
has an interest in a call for a special election 
under this Act, this provision must be amend-
ed to allow citizens and political party rep-
resentatives to sue for relief. 

As legislators charged with the duty to up-
hold the U.S. Constitution, the principles of de-
mocracy call for an expansion of the rights of 
citizens rather than a diminution. H.R. 2844, 
as drafted, totally leaves the citizens and con-
stituents out of the democratic process. Our 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle have 
fervently argued that this bill gives the people 
their constitutional right to participate in the 
electoral process. However, the truth of the 
matter is that our colleagues’ arguments are 
misguided and serve to avert the ‘‘meat and 
potatoes’’ of the bill. Key to the operant provi-
sions of H.R. 2844 is the ability to file suit with 
respect to the announcement of a vacancy or 
vacancies in the House to the extent that no 
quorum exists in addition to the provision of 
time in which to file such an action. As draft-
ed, the bill not only provides an unrealistic pe-
riod in which to file an action and it gives 
standing to do so exclusively to the Governor 
of a State. This is not democratic. This is not 
truly representative. Because this legislation 
fails to do what it purports to do, I cannot sup-
port it. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in opposing 
H.R. 2844. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I 
have concerns and reservations about this 
bill—but I will vote for it. 

I will vote for it because I think we need to 
recognize and respond to the risk that a ter-
rorist attack or some similar event might kill or 
disable enough of our colleagues that it would 
be impossible for the House of Representa-
tives to play its vital role in our constitutional 
government. And this bill does take a first step 
in addressing this problem. 

However, I think it would have been better 
for the House to have had more time to fully 
debate the measure, and that it should have 
been taken up under a less-restrictive proce-
dure that would have allowed consideration of 
more amendments. 

Elections are central to our political system. 
They are essential to assure that our govern-
ment is based on the will and the preferences 
of the American people. But the conduct of 
elections can be as difficult as it is important— 

ask any State official with responsibility in this 
area. So, we need to proceed carefully and 
thoughtfully when we legislate on this sub-
ject—more carefully and with more opportunity 
for considering revisions than was permitted 
under the procedures established by the Re-
publican leadership for today’s debate. 

As that debate made clear, some of our col-
leagues—including some for whom I have the 
highest respect—think it would be better to go 
further than this bill, or any simple statutory 
change, can go. They would prefer to address 
the problem through a constitutional amend-
ment. 

While I am very reluctant to consider chang-
ing the Constitution, I do think that on this 
subject, the possibility of a constitutional 
amendment should not be ruled out. However, 
in the meantime I think we need to do what 
can be done short of such a fundamental 
change. That is what this bill does, and that is 
why I will vote for it. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in oppo-
sition to the legislation before us today. The 
loss of a large number of Members of the 
House of Representatives is an important in-
stitutional issue to which we should devote a 
substantial amount of consideration. This 
issue deserves an open rule to allow every 
Member time to express his or her opinion 
and offer their ideas. It is outrageous that we 
are only being offered one choice to decide 
how the entire House of Representatives will 
be governed in a time of national crisis. 
Should tragedy strike the House, this legisla-
tion could give unprecedented power to the 
executive branch or a few Members of Con-
gress who were elected by just a small sliver 
of the country. We have not had adequate 
time to review this legislation, nor have we 
been allowed to bring sufficient amendments 
to the floor for debate. Once again, we are 
considering legislation without ample debate 
time and without alternatives. I oppose this bill 
and encourage my colleagues to do the same. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
today, the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute recommended by the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary printed in the 
bill shall be considered as an original 
bill for the purpose of amendment and, 
pursuant to the rule, shall be consid-
ered read. 

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute is as 
follows: 

H.R. 2844 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Continuity 
in Representation Act of 2004’’. 
SEC. 2. REQUIRING SPECIAL ELECTIONS TO BE 

HELD TO FILL VACANCIES IN HOUSE 
IN EXTRAORDINARY CIR-
CUMSTANCES. 

Section 26 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States (2 U.S.C. 8) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘The time’’ and inserting 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub-
section (b), the time’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(b) SPECIAL RULES IN EXTRAORDINARY CIR-
CUMSTANCES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In extraordinary cir-
cumstances, the executive authority of any 

State in which a vacancy exists in its rep-
resentation in the House of Representatives 
shall issue a writ of election to fill such va-
cancy by special election. 

‘‘(2) TIMING OF SPECIAL ELECTION.—A spe-
cial election held under this subsection to 
fill a vacancy shall take place not later than 
45 days after the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives announces that the vacancy 
exists, unless a regularly scheduled general 
election for the office involved is to be held 
at any time during the 75-day period which 
begins on the date of the announcement of 
the vacancy. 

‘‘(3) NOMINATIONS BY PARTIES.—If a special 
election is to be held under this subsection, 
not later than 10 days after the Speaker an-
nounces that the vacancy exists, the polit-
ical parties of the State that are authorized 
to nominate candidates by State law may 
each nominate one candidate to run in the 
election. 

‘‘(4) EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In this subsection, ‘ex-

traordinary circumstances’ occur when the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives an-
nounces that vacancies in the representation 
from the States in the House exceed 100. 

‘‘(B) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—If any action is 
brought for declaratory or injunctive relief 
to challenge an announcement made under 
subparagraph (A), the following rules shall 
apply: 

‘‘(i) Not later than 2 days after the an-
nouncement, the action shall be filed in the 
United States District Court having jurisdic-
tion in the district of the Member of the 
House of Representatives whose seat has 
been announced to be vacant and shall be 
heard by a 3-judge court convened pursuant 
to section 2284 of title 28, United States 
Code. 

‘‘(ii) A copy of the complaint shall be de-
livered promptly to the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives. 

‘‘(iii) A final decision in the action shall be 
made within 3 days of the filing of such ac-
tion and shall not be reviewable. 

‘‘(iv) The executive authority of the State 
that contains the district of the Member of 
the House of Representatives whose seat has 
been announced to be vacant shall have the 
right to intervene either in support of or op-
position to the position of a party to the 
case regarding the announcement of such va-
cancy. 

‘‘(5) DEADLINE FOR TRANSMITTAL OF ABSEN-
TEE BALLOTS FOR ABSENT MILITARY AND OVER- 
SEAS VOTERS.—In conducting a special elec-
tion held under this subsection to fill a va-
cancy in its representation, the State shall 
ensure to the greatest extent practicable (in-
cluding through the use of electronic means) 
that absentee ballots for the election are 
transmitted to absent uniformed services 
voters and overseas voters (as such terms are 
defined in the Uniformed and Overseas Citi-
zens Absentee Voting Act) not later than 15 
days after the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives announces that the vacancy ex-
ists.’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment to 
the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is in order except 
the amendments printed in part B of 
the report and the amendment des-
ignated in the previous order of the 
House. Each amendment may be of-
fered only by a Member designated in 
the report, shall be considered read, 
shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report, equally divided and 
controlled by the proponent and oppo-
nent of the amendment, shall not be 
subject to amendment and shall not be 

VerDate mar 24 2004 04:19 Apr 23, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00055 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A22AP7.044 H22PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2324 April 22, 2004 
subject to a demand for division of the 
question. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 1 printed in part B of House 
Report 108–466. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. LARSON OF 

CONNECTICUT 
Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. LARSON of 

Connecticut: 
In section 26(b)(2) of the Revised Statutes 

of the United States, as proposed to be added 
by the bill, strike ‘‘45 days’’ and insert ‘‘75 
days’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 602, the gentleman from 
Connecticut (Mr. LARSON) and the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY) each will 
control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON). 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the two amendments I 
have been restricted to offering today 
during this truncated debate will at-
tempt to restore to the bill some of the 
elements which the American people 
associate with true democracy and le-
gitimate elections, elections which 
allow the public to make a reasoned 
choice from among candidates who 
have had a fair chance to present them-
selves and to conduct campaigns, and 
elections which allow the American 
people to feel secure that their officials 
are representative of the diversity of 
their views. 

That is, after all, the essence of our 
democracy. That is what this arbi-
trarily crafted legislation would strip 
away from all of us at a time when the 
stability of our political system will be 
under more stress than at any point 
since the Civil War. 

One basic element of elections is the 
time required by our political system 
to conduct them. Supporters of expe-
dited special elections, or in the case of 
this bill would be better called 
‘‘rushed’’ special elections, would no 
doubt say that time is of the essence in 
replacing deceased Members of the 
House, and I agree. But the essence of 
democracy is choice, and the practices 
to facilitate that choice. 

Meaningful democratic elections pro-
vide time for candidates to choose to 
run, time for political parties to choose 
among them through primaries and 
other methods, time for minor parties 
and independent candidates to qualify 
for the ballot, time for voters to reg-
ister to vote, time to secure polling 
places, time to train poll workers, 
print ballots and mail out and receive 
back absentee ballots. 

My first amendment today addresses 
the bill’s short overall time frame. It 
would increase the maximum time al-
lowed to conduct special elections to 75 
days, up from 45 days. There is nothing 

in this amendment which prevents any 
State from holding expedited special 
elections in a shorter time should they 
wish to do so and should they be capa-
ble of doing so. H.R. 2844, as intro-
duced, contained a 21-day deadline for 
the conduct of special elections, which 
could not possibly have worked, but 
which demonstrated, in my view, the 
urgency to ‘‘stand up’’ a democracy 
that has been debated previously on 
the bill. 

The amended version approved by the 
Committee on House Administration at 
the behest of the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) specified 
45 days. This number is, I believe, too 
low, although a number of State laws 
provide for special elections within 
such a time frame. But most States, in-
cluding my own State of Connecticut, 
as well as the State of Wisconsin, do 
not. 

Conducting elections is difficult. It is 
time-consuming work, and it must be 
done correctly or the rights of the peo-
ple will be violated, and the legitimacy 
of election winners will be questioned. 

This amendment would alleviate a 
number of serious problems in the bill, 
better maintain the stability of our po-
litical process, and enhance the role of 
States in making decisions about the 
process they value most in conducting 
truncated special elections. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DELAY), our distinguished major-
ity leader. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman and both chairmen for 
bringing this important piece of legis-
lation to the floor. I rise in opposition 
to the amendment. It seems 75 days 
may be necessary to run a special elec-
tion, but our experience in Texas is we 
can run a special election in less than 
30 days. Ours is 36 days. I guarantee 
Members, when people get fired up to 
do an election, they can do it quite 
quickly, particularly with everybody 
interested in winning that election. I 
think 75 days is way too long to allow 
this body to sit and wait for something 
to happen. 

I want to talk now about something 
even more fundamental. I carry the 
Constitution around with me in my 
pocket in order to constantly remind 
myself when I get dressed in the morn-
ing there still is a Constitution in this 
country. I know some, particularly 
those on the other side of the aisle, call 
this a living document, it does not 
mean a whole lot, and they are willing 
to change it and not even consider the 
unintended consequences or consider 
why the genius of our Founding Fa-
thers understood what it took to build 
a democracy and what it took to main-
tain a democracy. 

That is why we have checks and bal-
ances. That is why we do not place all 
of the power into one person or even 
one branch. It is vitally important for 
this body to be elected, and there is a 

reason for that. The reason is this is 
the people’s House. We have to be 
elected in order to reflect the will of 
the people at the moment. 

The other body is set up in our Con-
stitution to slow us down, but we are 
set up to reflect the will of the people 
at the moment. We cannot do that if 
we put all of the power, particularly 
after a catastrophe, in the hands of one 
or two people to make the appoint-
ments. The appointees, the people who 
would come here to serve, would have 
no allegiance to the American people. 
They would not care about what the 
American people did because they were 
not elected by the American people. 
They were appointed by some big 
power broker back in their State or in 
their district, or even in their local 
counties. That is not the way to con-
tinue this democracy. 

We cannot have a democracy if we 
have a body sitting here in judgment of 
what is good for this country by ap-
pointed people. I heard a Member from 
the other side of the aisle earlier say, 
well, we changed the Constitution in 
1913, and we now elect Senators. I am 
willing to have a debate that electing 
Senators by popular vote has had a 
very real negative impact on this coun-
try. 

I am prepared to say why in the 
world would anybody want to take 
away the will of the people to have 
their own House, the United States 
House of Representatives, by election 
and not by some power-broker-type ap-
pointment. 

I am opposed to those who have sug-
gested that we ought to appoint our 
successors. That is the worst thing we 
could do is for us to announce, once we 
get elected, who is going to succeed us. 
That would create all kinds of havoc. 
Who is the leader in the congressional 
district, the elected Member of Con-
gress or the heir-apparent appointed by 
that Member of Congress? 

It is important in order for the con-
tinuity of this government and the 
continuity of freedom in this country 
to understand the genius of our Found-
ing Fathers and the genius that put it 
together and not change it and not 
change the way this country works. We 
have to pass this bill. We have to elect 
this House. This is the people’s House. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. BAIRD). 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to ask the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), as the 
majority leader of this body, if the 
other party were in power and this 
body were eliminated, would the gen-
tleman be perfectly comfortable, under 
his constitutional fealty, in letting the 
executive branch rule this country, 
take this country into war, and do all 
of the other things reserved under that 
Constitution with no checks and bal-
ances? 

Again, it is a false straw man to say 
that anybody here wants to do away 
with elections. The issue is do we do 
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away with the entire Congress tempo-
rarily until we can hold elections? We 
need those checks and balances. And 
they are not the only ones standing up 
for this Constitution who are opposing 
the alternatives of temporary appoint-
ments. We, too, are standing up for it. 
We are standing up for checks and bal-
ances, separation of powers, and all of 
the Article I provisions that are en-
sured in the Constitution. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER). 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, the amendment that is offered by 
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
LARSON) cuts directly against every ar-
gument he has made up to now. 

What the gentleman’s amendment 
does is delay for another 30 days the 
right of the people to elect their own 
replacement Representatives. We ei-
ther can reconstitute the House quick-
ly or reconstitute the House slowly, 
and this amendment makes it happen 
slower. 

The gentleman also brings up the 
issue that in Wisconsin we need 62 
days. We have primary elections and 
special elections in Wisconsin. This bill 
says there should be no primary elec-
tions, and that cuts it down to 34 days. 
So Wisconsin runs a primary election 
34 days after the vacancy occurs. We 
would have no problem replacing me or 
any of my colleagues from Wisconsin 
within the 45-day period of time. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Throughout history States have 
often been the engines of political di-
versity and experimentation. The rea-
son I chose the 75-day time frame was 
to allow more of those elements to be 
sustained. The 45-day time frame is far 
shorter than the special election time 
frames in a majority of States. The 
Commission on the Continuity of Gov-
ernment, the Brookings Institution 
and the American Enterprise Institute, 
estimate that the average length of va-
cancies over the last nine Congresses 
has been more than 120 days. A 75-day 
time frame thus provides a process sig-
nificantly faster than the norm in 
many instances, while avoiding some of 
the more jarring effects of the bill’s far 
more drastic limitation. 

b 1415 

That was the rationale in crafting 
this legislation. That was the rationale 
where others have suggested 60, or even 
90, days. I felt 75 days guaranteed the 
cherished rights that we all seek to 
protect under any proposal. The 75-day 
proposal, I will admit, is arbitrary, like 
the 21-day, or the 45-day period se-
lected previously by the sponsors, but 
the entire bill is constructed around 
arbitrary numbers which we are only 
permitted to amend in a limited way. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. I yield 
to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friend for yielding. 

Let me state that there is absolutely 
nothing whatsoever that is arbitrary 
about the 45-day period. The State of 
New York has a maximum of 40 days, 
and we know that it has worked very 
well in the State of New York. And I 
think it is also important to note that 
there are three former Secretaries of 
State, I know at least on our side of 
the aisle, who serve here; and we fash-
ioned this legislation in consultation 
with Secretaries of State in seeking 
the amount of time that would, in fact, 
address the concern that the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. BAIRD) 
has raised that we as quickly as pos-
sible make sure that this institution is 
reconstituted. So I think it is impor-
tant just to note that we have not been 
arbitrary in the selection of this 45 
days. A lot of research went into this. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, reclaiming my time, there 
is no doubt in my mind of the great ef-
fort and the intellect and the able peo-
ple that they have put behind this. The 
CBO reports that more than 40 States 
are going to have a problem with this 
mandate, and will be forced to go well 
beyond their means. In hearing from 
my own State of Connecticut—from my 
Secretary of State—about all the un-
derlying concerns that are raised, espe-
cially as it relates to voting rights 
acts, she said she would not feel com-
fortable unless there was a 60-day pe-
riod. 

Can it be accomplished in 45 days? 
Perhaps. But as I indicated earlier, as 
Judge Learned Hand said, this is a 
question that leaves us ‘‘not too sure 
that we are right,’’ and with all due re-
spect, I would rather err on the side of 
making sure that people were guaran-
teed those rights. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. I yield 
to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, I briefly 
mentioned during the debate on the 
rule what happened out in California. 
We know that each congressional dis-
trict has about 650,000, fewer than 
650,000 people. We might have two or 
three candidates in those races. In 
California, we had 125 candidates and 
we had a total of 55 days; and the pre-
diction of doom, I was frankly sus-
picious about the prospect of seeing us 
put together in a 55-day period with 35 
million Californians this special elec-
tion when in fact we found that we 
were able to do it in that period of time 
for a State of 35 million people. I think 
in the congressional districts that are 
a fraction of that size, 45 days is a rea-
sonable period. 

I thank my friend for yielding. 
Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 

Chairman, reclaiming my time, I just 
wanted to close by saying that this has 
been an extraordinary afternoon, and I 
deeply appreciate the hard work and ef-
fort that has gone into this proposal on 
all sides. I simply disagree in principle 

with terms of the bill itself, notwith-
standing my own position on the need 
for a constitutional amendment; but I 
do not think the bill before us gets the 
job done, and I think it imperils the 
very democratic processes that we all 
cherish so much, that allows a person 
to walk in here as a duly elected rep-
resentative of his constituents. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

I just want to weigh in with a couple 
of comments. I think probably enough 
has been said about this issue, but I 
wanted to dovetail on some of the com-
ments made by the gentleman from 
California (Mr. DREIER), the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Rules, who put a lot of time and effort 
and testified at the Committee on 
House Administration on this issue. 

An election conducted within the 45- 
day time frame, I would be the first to 
admit, and I said it earlier, would un-
doubtedly present challenges and 
would present some difficulties for 
State and local election officials more 
so than would an election conducted 
under certain normal circumstances; 
and in a perfect world we would like to 
provide as much time as necessary for 
election officials to prepare for an elec-
tion and the electorate to make in-
formed choices about candidates. Elec-
tion officials all over this country on 
both side of the aisle work very hard. I 
think all of us have viewed on election 
day the activities of these officials. 
They are hard workers, and I believe 
that under a crisis situation they will 
step up, they will perform, but again, I 
state, in a crisis situation. 

In the unique situation where large 
numbers of House Members have been 
killed in a terrorist attack, the desire 
for extensive election preparation time 
has to be weighed, has to be weighed 
against the urgent need to fill House 
vacancies with elected Members as 
quickly as is reasonable under the cir-
cumstances. 

Doug Lewis, executive director of the 
Election Center, a national nonprofit 
organization serving the elections and 
voter registration profession, testified 
before the Committee on House Admin-
istration last year that the majority of 
our country’s chief election officials 
believe that 45 days would provide suf-
ficient time to plan and prepare for an 
expedited special election. And I be-
lieve that Doug Lewis had done a poll-
ing throughout his organization, and I 
should tell the Members that Doug 
Lewis and his organization have credi-
bility. They are on the forefront of the 
Help America Vote Act, and they work 
and represent the people who are right 
in the trenches that deal with this 
every single election period. At present 
there are 10 States, including Min-
nesota, Texas, New York, and Georgia 
that require the filling of House vacan-
cies within 45 days. Thus I believe if 
they can do it, we can do it nationally; 
and I believe 45 days is a reasonable 
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time frame for conducting a fair, open, 
and meaningful election. 

So for these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I 
would oppose this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON) 
will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 2 printed in part B of House 
Report 108–466. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. LARSON OF 

CONNECTICUT 
Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Chairman. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. LARSON of 

Connecticut: 
Amend paragraph (3) of section 26(b) of the 

Revised Statutes of the United States, as 
proposed to be added by the bill, to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(3) ELIGIBILITY OF CANDIDATES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A candidate shall be eli-

gible to run in a special election held in a 
State under this subsection if the candidate 
meets such requirements as may apply under 
State law. 

‘‘(B) EXTENSION OF DEADLINE FOR ELEC-
TION.—A State may extend the deadline pro-
vided under paragraph (2) for a special elec-
tion to the extent the State considers nec-
essary to prepare balloting materials and 
distribute absentee ballots which include the 
names of all eligible candidates, and to oth-
erwise ensure that all eligible candidates are 
given sufficient time to prepare for and par-
ticipate in the election.’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 602, the gentleman from 
Connecticut (Mr. LARSON) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 10 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON). 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
would restore democratic protections 
to candidates who wish to run in expe-
dited special elections under H.R. 2844, 
and would enhance the voters’ elec-
toral choices, which the bill, I believe, 
needlessly seeks to limit. It would also 
give to the States, who are our first re-
sponders in elections, greater flexi-
bility to respond to problems raised by 
a potential catastrophe or terrorist at-
tack. 

The amendment accomplishes several 
major improvements in the bill. First, 
it would eliminate the bill’s perhaps 
most outrageous defect, the ban on pri-
mary elections in the great number of 
States which use them in special elec-

tions. The bill does this indirectly by 
requiring political parties in the States 
to select their nominees within 10 days 
of the Speaker’s announcement of va-
cancies. The amendment strikes out 
that provision while adding entirely 
different language enhancing candidate 
eligibility, voters’ electoral choices, 
and State flexibility in election admin-
istration. 

The use of primaries was one of the 
great reforms in American politics 
which distinguishes us from many 
forms of parliamentary government. 
There is no way States could conduct 
primaries under the 10-day restriction. 
Indeed, this deadline provides barely 
enough time for prospective candidates 
to assess whether they even want to 
run. 

In place of primaries, the bill would 
require political party committees of 
some sort to select a nominee, which is 
a legitimate mechanism already in use 
in some States for special elections; 
but even in those States, 10 days is a 
very short time. And of course many 
States do not allow selection of can-
didates by party committees because 
they consider it undemocratic, and re-
quire the selection of candidates by 
popular vote. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER), in answering a ques-
tion that I posed at the Committee on 
House Administration markup of this 
bill, when I was seeking clarity about 
some of the provisions his bill—what 
the bill would actually do—was crystal 
clear on one issue in this bill. He would 
penalize political parties in those 
States which could not meet the 10-day 
deadline by requiring that their party 
lines to be left blank on the ballot. He 
writes to the committee that H.R. 2844 
clearly provides that political parties 
may, not must, nominate candidates 
within the 10-days allowed in any man-
ner they see fit. If they do not, or can-
not nominate a candidate within the 
time allowed, such parties will not ap-
pear on the ballot. 

Selection of nominees, of course, is 
the ultimate political process, but it is 
more often known for controversy, 
deal-making, and intrigue, rather than 
speed and efficiency. That is why we 
have the expression ‘‘the smoke-filled 
room.’’ 

Imagine the nightmare if this bill be-
came law, and the political parties in 
your district were unable to field any 
candidate because they could not con-
vene under potentially adverse cir-
cumstances due to a national crisis, or 
if a party committee did not meet, but 
could not reach agreement on a nomi-
nee because there was strong competi-
tion among well-qualified candidates. 
How could there then be an election? 
Whom would the voters choose from 
the blank page? 

I remind the Members that this bill’s 
stated purpose is to expedite special 
elections, and to reconstitute the 
House of Representatives. Having elec-
tions without candidates would cer-
tainly accomplish the first goal, but 

would obviously fail miserably in the 
second. Not only could the bill leave 
the voters without any candidates to 
choose from, but it could have other ir-
rational effects as well. 

For example, even in a State like 
Minnesota, which in 1977 held both a 
special primary and a special election 
for a House seat in only 29 days, H.R. 
2844 would require the abandonment of 
the primary system even though such a 
State might, under normal conditions, 
be able to comply with the overall 45- 
day deadline of the bill. The State 
managed to hold its primary in this 
case in 15 days, but could it do it in 10 
days—the time limit for candidate se-
lection in H.R. 2844? Why should the 
bill penalize those States, which could 
achieve their electoral results fol-
lowing regular order, by forcing them 
to change their basic political prac-
tices, and suddenly start choosing can-
didates through party committees? 

Mr. Chairman, the 10-day provision of 
this bill, and its potentially disastrous 
side effects, constitutes reason enough 
for the adoption of my amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I claim time 
in opposition to the amendment, and I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I share the gentleman 
from Connecticut’s (Mr. LARSON) con-
cern that an expedited special election 
should be open to as many eligible can-
didates as possible. However, this 
amendment, although I do not believe 
intended, would indirectly undermine 
the very core of H.R. 2844, which is the 
establishment of a time frame for con-
ducting expedited special elections 
that promptly fill House vacancies 
while still providing the necessary 
time for election preparation. 

This amendment would permit each 
State to determine how much or how 
little time it needs to conduct a special 
election, thereby rendering meaning-
less H.R. 2844’s 45-day time frame for 
conducting those elections. The frame-
work for expedited special elections 
that is set forth in H.R. 2844 represents 
a balanced approach, taking into con-
sideration both the need for an acceler-
ated reconstitution of the House and 
also the need for adequate election 
preparation time. This amendment 
would knock that framework out of 
balance and would in all likelihood un-
necessarily prolong the period that 
many American people would be with-
out representation in the House of Rep-
resentatives in the aftermath of a cata-
strophic attack. 

I do say I appreciate the commitment 
to the States rights that my friends 
are showing on the other side of the 
aisle, demonstrated by their support of 
this amendment. I hope that commit-
ment will continue to be reflected in 
future votes on other election-related 
matters, on all issues, for that matter. 

However, I think we could agree that 
if there was ever a time when Federal 
preemption of State laws was appro-
priate, it would be in the aftermath of 
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an attack that has killed over 100 of us 
as Members of the House. We have an 
obligation to take action to make sure 
that in those circumstances this House 
is reconstituted with elected Members 
as quickly as possible. That is a Fed-
eral responsibility, not one that should 
be left to the States to decide. I cannot 
think of a more appropriate or more 
necessary time to exercise our article 
I, section 4 powers to regulate the 
time, place, and manner of elections. 

b 1430 

Therefore, I would oppose this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. BAIRD). 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Chairman, earlier I 
asked this body to consider two ques-
tions: How would the Framers feel 
about the House of Representatives 
constituted by a few Members or no 
House of Representatives at all, and 
how would their constituents react if 
they had no voice as the country were 
taken into war by an unelected Cabinet 
member? 

Let me ask this question: The distin-
guished majority leader proudly held 
the Constitution of the United States 
up and presented to us that he was de-
fending the Constitution with this leg-
islation. Where, my good friends, in 
that sacred Constitution does it say 
that the political parties will be au-
thorized to select the candidates who 
can be elected for the House of Rep-
resentatives? If we are defending the 
Constitution, how in the name of the 
Framers can we say that political par-
ties will select the candidates for of-
fice? And if we are saying that we are 
protecting the rights of our voters, how 
can we do so when we disenfranchise 
all independent voters from selecting 
their candidate of choice, and instead 
put that decision into the political 
elites, the very people who you assert 
you are protecting the voters from 
with your base bill? 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Chairman SENSENBRENNER). 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, this is another amendment to gut 
the bill. All you need to do is look at 
the last three lines of the amendment 
that says ‘‘or otherwise ensure that all 
eligible candidates are given sufficient 
time to prepare for and participate in 
the election.’’ 

A State could decide to postpone the 
election indefinitely because they de-
cided that all the candidates needed to 
have 30 face-to-face debates, and that 
would fall into the catch-all clause. We 
need to have a specified time frame to 
reconstitute the House with elected 
Members, and that is why we have the 
time frame put down here. 

I am very interested in listening to 
the argument of the gentleman from 
Washington that completely misses the 

point. His side won a special election in 
Kentucky. I congratulate the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. CHANDLER) 
for his victory. He did not win a pri-
mary election. He was not nominated 
by a Democratic Party convention and 
his opponent in the election was nomi-
nated by a Republican Party conven-
tion. 

The election of the gentleman from 
Kentucky (Mr. CHANDLER) to the House 
to promptly fill the vacancy caused by 
the election of Ernie Fletcher, his 
predecessor, as Governor of Kentucky 
is no less democratic than the election 
of those of us that went through pri-
maries. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, it is easy to conceive 
of the circumstances in which compa-
nies that print ballots or manufacture 
voting machines or paper or computer 
equipment could be disrupted by the 
same catastrophic events which are 
triggering the special elections. The 
Nation’s communications and com-
merce could be disrupted. My amend-
ment gives the States the flexibility to 
respond. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a very impor-
tant amendment. It removes a number 
of major problems in the bill. I find it 
hard to imagine how Members could 
not support a proposal which could re-
store primaries, enhance the ability of 
candidates to get on the ballot, and 
give the States greater flexibility to 
administer special elections in a time 
of crisis. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 

minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER), the chairman of 
the Committee on Rules. 

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to begin by yielding to my friend 
from Washington (Mr. BAIRD), to see if 
he would like to pose a question to me. 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman would please show me where 
in the United States Constitution po-
litical parties are authorized to select 
candidates for the House of Represent-
atives, I would be happy to engage in 
this colloquy. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I thank the gentleman for 
his question. I wanted to respond to it 
earlier. 

Article I, Section 4 of the Constitu-
tion makes it very clear that times, 
places and manner of election are with-
in the purview of this institution. 

I would go on to say that the United 
States Supreme Court has correctly, in 
my opinion, held that the times, places 
and manner clause of Article I, Section 

4, grants Congress broad power, broad 
power, over elections, including, and I 
quote from the Smiley v. Holm deci-
sion of the Supreme Court, where they 
say ‘‘authority to provide a complete 
code for Congressional elections, not as 
only to times and places, but in rela-
tion to notices, registration, super-
vision of voting, protection of voters, 
prevention of fraud and corrupt prac-
tices, counting votes, making and pub-
lication of election returns.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, let me say that is the 
provision that was upheld by the Su-
preme Court, and to me that makes it 
very, very clear that we have that au-
thority. 

The issue of uniformity is something 
we were very, very careful in crafting 
in this legislation. Why? Because as we 
look at this 45-day period, we want to 
make sure that all across the country 
we have an opportunity for people in a 
time of crisis to at the same time cast 
their ballots. 

Now, when my friend the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON) used 
the issue of the State, I think it was 
Minnesota, that had that 15-day provi-
sion, I am convinced that just as we in 
California were able to take on that 
very unique and unprecedented recall 
election that we held last year, simi-
larly States like Minnesota, which 
have had that nominating process take 
place, they have held those primaries 
in 15 days, similarly that nominating 
process could take place within the 10- 
day period. 

We all know, Mr. Chairman, that this 
would be an extraordinary cir-
cumstance. And one of the reasons, I 
would say to my friend from Wash-
ington who raised the concern about 
the immediacy of trying to ensure that 
we have a full complement of Members 
of the House working, that is the rea-
son that we have the 45-day period put 
into place, and that is the reason that 
we spent a great deal of time over the 
last year and a half talking with secre-
taries of state across this country, in-
cluding, as I said, the three members of 
this institution who did serve as secre-
taries of state, to come up with a time 
which would best allow us to ensure 
those rights, realizing that this is in an 
extraordinary, potentially very dif-
ficult time for our Nation. 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, my ques-
tion is, where in the Constitution of 
the United States? I understand the 
Supreme Court has ruled that, but the 
point is if the gentleman is asserting 
that the purpose of this bill before us 
today is to protect the rights of all vot-
ers to elect their Representatives, ef-
fectively it is my position that you are 
disenfranchising those from inde-
pendent parties or minority parties 
from selecting their candidates. 

The second thing I would ask, since 
we are quoting the Constitution, is 
where in the Constitution or in subse-
quent Supreme Court decisions has it 
authorized the executive branch to 
function without checks and balances 
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from a House of Representatives or 
from a House of Representatives com-
prised of less than a quorum? 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, let me say there is no at-
tempt whatsoever to give the executive 
branch the opportunity to run without 
the oversight that is, in fact, ensured 
in the Constitution. I believe that we 
would have a complement of Members. 
I do not know exactly what that would 
consist of, but the goal of this legisla-
tion is to make sure that we can get 
back to the full 435 membership, ensur-
ing that we are the body of the people. 

I would say that one of the inter-
esting things about our Constitution, 
juxtaposed to other constitutions in 
the world and State constitutions, 
mine in California being an example, is 
the fact that any of us, just like the 
majority leader, are able to put it in 
our pocket. So that is why that very 
small item that I mentioned in Article 
I, Section 4 of the Constitution, makes 
it clear, and that interpretation, 
upheld by the United States Supreme 
Court, makes it clear that we do have 
the ability to do that. That is how we 
are legislatively able to proceed with 
this. 

I will once again say to my friend 
from Washington and others on this 
issue, as we look at what appears to me 
to be growing opposition to amending 
the U.S. Constitution, and I will say to 
my friend, I have had Democrats as 
well as nearly every Republican with 
whom I have spoken on this say they 
are opposed to it, I think that there 
should be a realization that for us to 
take this first step with this very re-
sponsible, very balanced, very thought-
ful approach, which has been consid-
ered over a long period of time, is the 
route for us to take. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. Chairman, again I would add sin-
cerely how much I have appreciated 
the debate and the depth of the debate 
that has taken place on the floor 
today. 

I harken back to something I said 
during the debate on the rule, a notion 
that was brought up by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN), 
that the only time, to my knowledge, 
that we have met in joint caucus has 
been when we were discussing the an-
thrax issue, and by the nature of this 
debate and the richness of this debate 
and the feelings on all sides, it rises 
above in so many respects the Com-
mittee on Rules, the Committee on 
House Administration and the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary and belongs in 
front of Members to discuss because of 
so many of these issues that are before 
us. 

I quoted Judge Learned Hand before, 
and I will continue to quote him, be-
cause while you may be sure that all of 
these things can be accomplished in 45 
days, I remain skeptical that that 
could happen, and my skepticism 
comes from wanting to provide the 

very constituents that would send 
someone through these doorways, duly 
elected, to have fully participated and 
therefore legitimized that election as 
well. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. I yield 
to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
say that there is no way that you are 
going to get me to argue with Learned 
Hand. I share that skepticism, and I be-
lieve that is a very healthy thing, and 
it is an important thing. 

We have pondered almost every possi-
bility. As I listened to the opening 
statement that was made during the 
debate on the rule from my friend from 
Washington describing what conceiv-
ably could happen if we were in the 
midst of a State of the Union Address, 
and we had every single Member of the 
House and Senate and everyone, save 
the one member of the Cabinet who 
does not come to these addresses, oblit-
erated, what would happen. Frankly, if 
it was as described, a nuclear bomb 
were to go off in this area, who knows 
how far that would reach, and that in-
dividual could be killed. So we have 
pondered everything. 

What we have done, I believe, is we 
have worked very hard talking to 
many, many different people about the 
most balanced way that we can ap-
proach an imponderable, difficult situ-
ation, and I think we have come up 
with something reasonable. That is 
why in light of the fact it is going to be 
very difficult, I am happy to say, for a 
constitutional amendment to pass this 
body, I think that we need to ask the 
question, what is the backup position? 
What is it that is proposed, short of a 
constitutional amendment, other than 
this legislative approach, which we 
have tried to take in a bipartisan way? 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, reclaiming my time, I would 
suggest that my amendments, I think, 
improve that. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman would further yield, the 
amendment extending from 45 to 75 
days in fact lengthens the amount of 
time when we could possibly get this 
body back together. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, reclaiming my time, this 
deals with the 10-day provision under-
neath, which again prohibits primaries. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON) 
will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider Amend-
ment No. 3 made in order by the order 
of the House of earlier today. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. MALONEY 
Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentlewoman 

from New York (Mrs. MALONEY) the 
designee of the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON)? 

Mrs. MALONEY. Yes, Mr. Chairman, 
I am. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment made in order by a previous 
order of the House in lieu of Amendment No. 
3 printed in House Report No. 108–466 offered 
by Mrs. MALONEY: 

In section 26(b) of the Revised Statutes of 
the United States, as proposed to be added 
by the bill, add at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(5) PROTECTING ABILITY OF ABSENT MILI-
TARY AND OVERSEAS VOTERS TO PARTICIPATE 
IN SPECIAL ELECTIONS.— 

‘‘(A) DEADLINE FOR TRANSMITTAL OF ABSEN-
TEE BALLOTS.—In conducting a special elec-
tion held under this subsection to fill a va-
cancy in its representation, the State shall 
ensure to the greatest extent practicable (in-
cluding through the use of electronic means) 
that absentee ballots for the election are 
transmitted to absent uniformed services 
voters and overseas voters (as such terms are 
defined in the Uniformed and Overseas Citi-
zens Absentee Voting Act) not later than 15 
days after the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives announces that the vacancy ex-
ists. 

‘‘(B) PERIOD FOR BALLOT TRANSIT TIME.— 
Notwithstanding the deadlines referred to in 
paragraphs (2) and (3), in the case of an indi-
vidual who is an absent uniformed services 
voter or an overseas voter (as such terms are 
defined in the Uniformed and Overseas Citi-
zens Absentee Voting Act), a State shall ac-
cept and process any otherwise valid ballot 
or other election material from the voter so 
long as the ballot or other material is re-
ceived by the appropriate State election offi-
cial not later than 45 days after the State 
transmits the ballot or other material to the 
voter.’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 602, the gentlewoman from 
New York (Mrs. MALONEY) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 10 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New York. (Mrs. 
MALONEY). 

b 1445 
Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Skelton amendment, and I am pleased 
to join my colleague and friend, the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. SKEL-
TON), in offering this amendment. He 
has always been a strong advocate for 
the men and women in the military. 
And the purpose of this amendment is 
to ensure that overseas voters, includ-
ing the men and women who are risk-
ing their lives to protect our country, 
their dependents, and private citizens, 
will have an opportunity to vote in a 
continuity-of-government election. 

I join my colleague in thanking the 
gentleman from California (Chairman 
DREIER) and the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. BLUNT) for working with us 
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to bring this amendment to the floor. 
While this is not the amendment that 
we originally offered before the Com-
mittee on Rules, we appreciate their 
good-faith efforts to reach this com-
promise. 

The terrorist attacks of September 11 
made us all aware of how vulnerable 
our government could be in the event 
of a catastrophe. The underlying bill 
provides for special elections if more 
than 100 Members of the House are in-
capacitated or killed. While there are 
many objections to the bill, it protects 
the tradition that Members of the 
House may only serve if they have been 
elected by the people. 

Our amendment simply requires 
States to provide overseas voters 45 
days to return their ballots from the 
date on which the ballot is mailed. If 
we are going to have elections to deal 
with disasters as envisioned by this 
legislation and which we hope will 
never happen, our amendment will en-
sure that overseas voters have the 
same opportunity that our voters at 
home have to cast their ballots. 

For several years I have been work-
ing on making sure that overseas vot-
ers can participate in elections. In the 
Help America Vote Act, my colleague 
from the other side of the aisle, the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. REY-
NOLDS), and I were able to include pro-
visions that will ensure that overseas 
voters have a better opportunity to 
vote in Federal general elections. 

The Skelton-Maloney amendment is 
a continuation of this effort by helping 
overseas American voters participate 
in a continuity-of-government election 
if one should be necessary. 

We owe a tremendous debt of grati-
tude to the men and women who are 
serving our country. At the very least 
we must make the efforts to make sure 
that they are included in the basic 
right of participating in elections. This 
extends the number of days from the 
date that the ballot is mailed so that 
they have time to mail it back and be 
part of this election. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to control the time 
in opposition to this amendment, 
though I do not oppose the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to be 

working with my colleagues, the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
MALONEY) and the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON), to bring this 
amendment to the floor. It does allow 
additional time for those who are serv-
ing in the military or those who are 
overseas to receive their ballot and be 
allowed to return their ballot. It does 
not prevent the States from certifying 
a winner, but only allows extra time if 
needed for those overseas ballots to be 
counted. 

As a former Secretary of State and 
chief election official of our State, 
there would be many occasions when 
you might still have a ballot out, but it 
is clear to the State election official 
that the ballot out would make no dif-
ference in the outcome and con-
sequently no particular reason to slow 
down the process of certifying in the 
circumstances we are talking about. 

At the same time, if those ballots 
that had not been returned would make 
a difference, they would have to be 
counted, have to be part of the process, 
and would assure that all those who 
could have made a difference in the 
outcome of the election had a chance 
to do this. 

In all likelihood, we would see State 
election officials doing everything they 
could to expedite this process. We give 
them in the language here certainly 
authority to use electronic means to 
transmit ballots to people overseas or 
in the military. Also we require that, if 
practical, election officials have a bal-
lot ready to send out within 15 days of 
the starting of that original 45-day 
clock. I think in these circumstances 
that is certainly a time that election 
officials could meet. But because the 
way this is worded, if they cannot meet 
that language, there is no penalty. 
There is just a clear encouragement 
here to move this process along, get 
those ballots in the mail, and take 
time then, as necessary, for those bal-
lots to return. 

I particularly appreciate my friend, 
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
SKELTON), and the great commitment 
he has on this and to those who serve 
us. It is a privilege for me to stand here 
in support of this amendment that he 
and the gentlewoman from New York 
(Mrs. MALONEY) and I have jointly rec-
ommended be included in this legisla-
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
SKELTON). 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, first 
let me say that the amendment being 
offered today by my friend and col-
league, the gentlewoman from New 
York (Mrs. MALONEY), and by my next 
door neighbor back home, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT), is 
very important. It would ensure that 
adequate time is provided to the States 
holding continuity-of-government elec-
tions to ensure that overseas and de-
ployed servicemembers have sufficient 
time in which to register and vote. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DREIER) also and 
the ranking member of the Committee 
on Rules, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. FROST). Again, a special thanks to 
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
MALONEY) and the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. BLUNT) for working with us. 
We had to work it out over a period of 
several days. And we appreciate, I 
think, at the end of the day, it is a 

very, very good amendment. So we 
thank them for that. 

This act would require States to con-
duct expedited special elections in ex-
traordinary circumstances which 
means that there are more than 100 va-
cancies in the House of Representa-
tives. States would have 45 days in 
which to nominate candidates and hold 
elections to fill these congressional va-
cancies. 

The deadly terrorist attacks on Sep-
tember 11 raised the Nation’s aware-
ness that a catastrophic assault on our 
country’s soil was not just a historical 
event, but a constant threat that we 
truly must face. We are living in an en-
vironment where terrorists are willing 
to target unarmed civilians and inno-
cent bystanders to call attention to 
their cause. Unlike military conflicts 
in the past, these extremists do not fol-
low acceptable standards for rules of 
engagement under the Geneva Conven-
tion. 

The threat of future terrorist attacks 
convinces me that we need to review 
the process by which we provide con-
tinuity of government in case of a cat-
astrophic attack on Congress. However, 
any effort we undertake should not al-
ienate or disenfranchise any American 
citizen, particularly those who volun-
teered or who serve at the point of the 
spear, American servicemembers. 

This amendment would ensure that 
adequate time is provided to military 
members who are serving overseas to 
participate in the most basic right of 
this country’s democracy, the right to 
vote. 

The Department of Defense has been 
working with States to ensure that at 
least 45 days of transit time are pro-
vided during regular elections so that 
overseas and deployed members and 
other Americans stationed overseas 
have the opportunity to participate. To 
be fair to our men and women in uni-
form, States should provide 45 days 
from the time from which the ballot is 
mailed to the voter to the date by 
which the voter must return the ballot 
to the local election official. 

The amendment that is offered today 
by the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
BLUNT), the gentlewoman from New 
York (Mrs. MALONEY), and me simply 
seeks to ensure that servicemembers 
and American citizens who are sta-
tioned or deployed overseas may fully 
participate in this special electoral 
process. The amendment seeks no more 
than basic fairness. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment, to protect the voting 
rights of those in uniform and those 
who serve so well and so ably overseas. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, in relation to this, the 
general topic here of the bill, I men-
tioned the importance of preparing 
these ballots in a quick period of time. 
I know that my friend, the gentleman 
from Rhode Island (Mr. LANGEVIN), ear-
lier, also a former Secretary of State, 
questioned whether 45 days was prac-
tical or not. I would just like to point 
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out that 10 States already have a time 
frame that is 45 days or less. Rhode Is-
land is pretty small. A State very 
close, New York, that is very big, has a 
40-day time frame now. Texas has a 
time frame that is within the 45 days, 
and eight other States do as well. 

I certainly think that is a reasonable 
period of time, particularly in these ex-
traordinary circumstances. I think we 
would see State election officials not 
only eager to help reconstitute the 
House but also encouraging the quick 
movement in the process of the selec-
tion of candidates and the preparation 
of ballots. Those ballots would then be 
mailed to military personnel and per-
sonnel overseas. And those individuals 
serving, as the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON) said, particularly 
those in the military serving at the 
point of the spear, would have the time 
that they would appropriately need to 
have to respond to this process. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, hav-
ing no other speakers, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. 
MALONEY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 4 printed in 
part B of House Report 108–466. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. SCHIFF 
Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, the gen-

tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON- 
LEE) has an amendment at the desk 
made in order under the rule that I will 
be offering on her behalf as her des-
ignee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. SCHIFF: 
In section 26(b)(4)(C)(i) of the Revised Stat-

utes of the United States, as proposed to be 
added by the bill, strike ‘‘2 days’’ and insert 
‘‘7 days’’. 

In section 26(b)(4)(C)(iii) of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States, as proposed to 
be added by the bill, insert after ‘‘the ac-
tion’’ the following: ‘‘(taking into account 
an opportunity for an expedited appeal of the 
initial decision)’’. 

In section 26(b)(4)(C)(iv) of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States, as proposed to 
be added by the bill, insert after ‘‘vacant’’ 
the following: ‘‘any citizen of the district 
and any political party of the State’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California (Mr. SCHIFF) and the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER) each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California (Mr. SCHIFF). 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment that I offer today on behalf 
of the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE) would make a few minor 
changes with respect to the judicial re-
view provisions currently within the 
bill. The amendment would briefly ex-
tend the amount of time for an action 

to be filed in court with regard to the 
Speaker’s announcement of a vacancy. 
It would further provide for the appeal 
of that court’s decision and for partici-
pation in this process by all citizens. 

Mr. Chairman, the matter we are dis-
cussing today on the floor, the recon-
stitution of this House in response to a 
devastating attack, is certainly a con-
tingency that none of us would like to 
imagine. It is a scenario that, frankly, 
seems unthinkable. However, because 
of the continuing threat of terrorism 
that we face, we must contemplate 
even the unthinkable. 

The House of Representatives is in-
deed a unique body. As a purely rep-
resentative body, there is only one way 
to get here: by direct election of the 
people of this great Nation. I cherish 
that heritage, and I know my col-
leagues do as well; but the love of that 
tradition cannot take precedence over 
the need to ensure continuity of our 
representative government in the face 
of unprecedented disaster, the annihi-
lation of a large number of our Mem-
bers. 

The base bill contemplates that we 
would operate without a government 
for 45 days. This, my colleagues, is a 
dereliction of duty. It is a dereliction 
of our duty to ensure that the govern-
ance of our Nation goes on in the face 
of such a tragedy. I, therefore, oppose 
the base bill. During the 45 days that 
followed the events of September 11, 
Congress worked vigorously to respond 
to the attacks on our Nation. No doubt 
the devastation of our Congress and 
the equally accompanying trauma of 
such a devastation would require the 
most prompt response likewise. The 
principle that all the people should be 
equally represented is essential to our 
democratic character, and mass vacan-
cies for 45 days will be a departure 
from the representative rule of that 
body. 

Without a quorum in the House, the 
inability to conduct business may, in 
turn, force a President to act 
extraconstitutionally in any imme-
diate response to an attack. By pro-
tecting one tradition, we would instead 
be scuttling others; and in the process 
we will only deny the American people 
the assurance that our swift and deci-
sive response was a legitimate one. 

b 1500 

Mr. Chairman, the survival of our 
very Nation must take precedence over 
our fond and philosophical adherence 
to the principal of direct election to 
the House under all circumstances. The 
temporary appointment of Members to 
fill vacancies where 100 or more of our 
Members are killed or incapacitated is 
the narrowest of exceptions. In the un-
likely event we should ever face such a 
terrible contingency, our country’s fu-
ture will depend more, far more, on the 
swift response of a fully reconstituted 
Congress than on a blind adherence to 
the principle of direct elections for 45 
excruciating days. I, therefore, oppose 
the base bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this is another amend-
ment that is designed to slow down 
having an election to replace Members 
who have been wiped out as a result of 
a terrorist attack. It has a number of 
features that will do that and will open 
up Pandora’s box to allow people to 
game the system. 

The first part of the amendment ex-
tends by 5 days, from 2 days to 7 days, 
the time in which legal action can be 
filed on the narrow issue of whether 
there are 100 vacancies and whether a 
vacancy occurs in a particular district. 

The second section of the gentle-
man’s amendment is not properly 
drafted. The base bill says that the de-
cision of the district court of 3 judges 
must be rendered within 3 days and is 
not reviewable. However, the second 
section of the amendment says, taking 
into account the opportunity for an ex-
pedited appeal of the initial decision. 

There is no appeal of the initial deci-
sion in the base bill, and the second 
section makes that section of the re-
vised statute inconsistent in its text. 

The third section of the amendment 
proposes to allow anybody or a polit-
ical party to petition for an appeal. 
This is how the system can be gamed. 
My district is an overwhelmingly Re-
publican district. It has never elected a 
Democrat to the House of Representa-
tives in over 40 years. If I should be an-
nihilated, I am sure that there would 
be the temptation that would be there 
for the Democrats in my district to try 
to stop an election and try to stop a 
Republican from probably being elect-
ed and seated to replace me. Similarly, 
in the district next door to me, cur-
rently represented by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. KLECZKA), that is 
an overwhelmingly Democratic dis-
trict, and the temptation would be 
there under this amendment for the 
Republican Party or Republican citi-
zens to file a lawsuit to slow down the 
election of the replacement of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KLECZKA) 
should he be annihilated in a terrorist 
attack. 

So the amendment that has been of-
fered allows people to game the system 
for political ends rather than to rise 
above partisanship at times of a crisis 
and to speedily elect a replacement 
Member when someone has been wiped 
out in a terrorist attack. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the com-
ments of the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary and all the 
work that he has done on the com-
mittee. He expresses a concern about 
the timeliness of the process con-
templated by this amendment, and I 
share the concern about the timeliness 
of the process contemplated in the base 
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bill. And, in fact, this is one of the rea-
sons I have such concerns about the 
base bill. Whether it is 45 days or 47 
days or 50 days, this is far too long in 
the wake of catastrophe to be reconsti-
tuting the Congress. 

I also share the chairman’s desire 
that we rise above considerations of 
partisanship and think that this bill 
should go back to committee and come 
forth with a bipartisan measure that 
comes forth for all of us. This is a bi-
partisan bill. It should have a bipar-
tisan work product. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 60 seconds to 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
WATSON). 

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, in read-
ing the base bill I have a concern, and 
it has nothing to do with the number of 
days, but it has all to do with how that 
is triggered. 

In the legislation itself it says, ‘‘Ex-
traordinary circumstances occur when 
the Speaker of the House of Represent-
atives announces that vacancies have 
occurred.’’ 

Now, should, and God forbid on the 
evening that we would have the State 
of the Union, and we are all here, and 
there should be a missile, it could wipe 
out everyone, including everyone that 
is on the list at that time. Who then 
triggers this action? Who are the peo-
ple? Who has the authority to put this 
process in place? 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. WATSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding to me. 

Let me say that the imponderable, if 
every single one, all 537 of the Feder-
ally elected officials, the President, the 
Vice President and all the Members of 
the House, and all the Members of Sen-
ate, in fact, are killed, including all of 
the Cabinet members, including the 
Cabinet member who is not here at the 
State of the Union message, it would 
be up to the people to come together 
and make the determination as the re-
building process begins. 

I thank my friend for yielding. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, we have heard an 
awful lot that this is not a bipartisan 
bill. This is a bipartisan bill, and I 
would draw the attention of the Mem-
bers to the reported bill does show that 
additional cosponsors include the two 
top Democrats on the Committee on 
the Judiciary, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BERMAN). 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SCHIFF). 

The amendment was rejected. 
SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE 

OF THE WHOLE 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 

6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will now 

resume on those amendments on which 
further proceedings were postponed in 
the following order: 

Amendment No. 1 offered by the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON); 

Amendment No. 2 offered by the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON). 

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. The second 
electronic vote will be conducted as a 
5-minute vote. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. LARSON OF 

CONNECTICUT 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 179, noes 229, 
not voting 25, as follows: 

[Roll No. 128] 

AYES—179 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Becerra 
Bell 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Chandler 
Clay 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cramer 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 

Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green (TX) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hill 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lynch 
Majette 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
Meehan 

Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 

Towns 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 

Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 

Waxman 
Weiner 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOES—229 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole 
Collins 
Cox 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dingell 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Foley 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 

Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 

Oberstar 
Obey 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pascrell 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Saxton 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—25 

Cardin 
Carter 
Clyburn 
DeMint 
Duncan 
Forbes 
Gallegly 
Gephardt 
Goss 

Hastings (FL) 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hulshof 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jones (OH) 
Millender- 

McDonald 

Mollohan 
Peterson (PA) 
Pombo 
Shuster 
Smith (MI) 
Sullivan 
Tauzin 
Toomey 
Young (AK) 
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO 

TEMPORE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
ISAKSON (during the vote). Members are 
advised there are 2 minutes remaining 
in this vote. 

b 1531 

Messrs. BURNS, PUTNAM, NOR-
WOOD, BARRETT of South Carolina, 
Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida, 
and Messrs. ROGERS of Alabama, 
FROST, OTTER, and TAYLOR of 
North Carolina changed their vote 
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. EDWARDS and Ms. SLAUGHTER 
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. LARSON OF 

CONNECTICUT 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on amendment No. 2 offered by the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 188, noes 217, 
not voting 28, as follows: 

[Roll No. 129] 

AYES—188 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Becerra 
Bell 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Chandler 
Clay 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 

DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green (TX) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall 
Harman 
Hefley 
Hill 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 

Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Majette 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 

Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 

Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 

Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOES—217 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dingell 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
English 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Foley 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 

Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 

Ose 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Saxton 
Schrock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—28 

Cardin 
Carter 
Clyburn 
Collins 
Cox 
DeMint 
Duncan 
Emerson 
Forbes 
Gallegly 
Gephardt 

Goss 
Hastings (FL) 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hulshof 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jones (OH) 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Mollohan 

Neugebauer 
Peterson (PA) 
Pombo 
Shuster 
Smith (MI) 
Tauzin 
Toomey 
Young (AK) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 
The CHAIRMAN (during the vote). 

There are 2 minutes remaining in this 
vote. 

b 1540 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio changed her vote 
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated against: 
Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Chairman, on roll-

call No. 129, I was unavoidably detained. Had 
I been present, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, on roll call Nos. 
128, 129, I was unavoidably detained. Had I 
been present, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. BAIRD 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I offer a 
preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. BAIRD moves that the Committee of 

the Whole do now rise and report the bill 
H.R. 2844 back to the House with the rec-
ommendation that the enacting clause be 
stricken. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. BAIRD) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes in support of his 
motion. 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Chairman, this is as 
serious as it gets. Two and a half years 
ago, we were given a remarkable gift. 
We were given the gift of life itself, as 
a plane was heading this way with the 
intent to kill all of us. Had they suc-
ceeded, the institution that we hold so 
dear, that provides for representation 
on a proportional basis by the citizens 
of our areas would have at least tempo-
rarily perished. 

We have no adequate provisions be-
fore us today to fill that gap should it 
happen, but we have no question today 
that we must confront that possibility. 
In an era of nuclear weapons, of terror-
ists who mean our destruction, we 
must accept our own mortality in 
order that we can preserve the immor-
tality of this institution we all so cher-
ish. 

We have had a spirited debate today. 
I lament that we were not all given suf-
ficient time to participate, that key 
amendments were not offered, and that 
we were not all here for this. I know 
well that we have many things to do, 
but this is about the very existence of 
the institution. 

Yesterday I had the privilege of 
speaking with many of my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle, and I asked 
a simple question: Have we, in all sin-
cerity and honesty, given enough 
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thought to the measure before us, 
given the gravity of the issue before 
us? And many of those colleagues 
looked me in the eye and said, frankly, 
no. And yet today we are moving for-
ward towards passage of a bill, which 
well-intentioned, and I do not doubt 
the intentions of the authors of this 
bill, and there is merit to expediting 
elections, and I appreciate the give and 
take, but, my colleagues, please under-
stand, this bill carries with it a number 
of problems. 

I believe this bill disenfranchises 
independent voters. I believe it does 
not provide for situations in which 
States cannot conduct their elections 
in 45 days. I believe it leads to a cha-
otic process as some States replenish 
their Members and others have yet to, 
and the leadership of the House 
changes. But most importantly of all, 
it leaves us without a Congress. 

My friends on the other side have 
suggested some things which I need to 
clarify, because I think they are not 
fair and they are not accurate. They 
have suggested some of us want to take 
away the rights of citizens to elect 
their Representatives. It is not true. 
Not a single voice in the House of Rep-
resentatives today shared that mes-
sage. Instead, we all said we love, and 
would adhere to and would defend to 
the death the rights of citizens to elect 
their Representatives. 

But we have also said that no rep-
resentation at all for a period of 45 
days is a more grave and egregious in-
sult to the intent of the Framers than 
would be temporary appointments in 
some fashion followed by direct elec-
tion. Do not let anyone suggest to you 
that we want to take away the right to 
election, but neither imagine that the 
bill today will solve the problem. 

At a time of the most grave crisis in 
the history of our Nation, we would be 
left without a United States Congress. 
Go home and look at the Constitution 
and tear out Article I. That is the con-
sequence if we do not take further ac-
tion. 

Let me ask this, too. Go home and 
ask your constituents that if you were 
to perish, along with hundreds of our 
colleagues today, and a Cabinet mem-
ber became the President of the United 
States, someone they had never elected 
and do not even know, and that indi-
vidual chooses to send their son or 
daughter to war, would they like to 
have a Representative from their re-
gion there to express their views, or 
would they prefer that that seat be va-
cated? That is the issue before us. 

I am going to ask my colleagues to 
vote ‘‘no’’ on this resolution, not be-
cause it is not well intentioned, but be-
cause we have not adequately given it 
the attention we deserve. If you can 
look yourself in the eye as you put 
that card in that slot and say, I have 
given 5 hours of study to this resolu-
tion, 5 hours, then vote your con-
science. 

b 1545 
But if you have not, please vote ‘‘no’’ 

so you can have more time to study 
this and discuss it with scholars. 

Finally, we have asked and the chair-
man has agreed, and I am grateful for 
that, that we explore and debate the 
issue of a constitutional amendment to 
solve this. But I would beseech the 
chairman to please not only bring up 
my proposal, give other Members a 
chance to bring up proposals so the 
issue gets full and fair debate. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the pref-
erential motion. 

Mr. Chairman, we have been debating 
this matter in the Committee of the 
Whole and before that when the rule 
was adopted for almost 5 hours. It has 
become crystal clear that the entire 
thrust of this debate is whether a re-
constituted House of Representatives 
following a disaster will be comprised 
of elected Members or temporary ap-
pointments, appointed by somebody, 
maybe the Governor, maybe the legis-
lature, maybe we ourselves before our 
demise. 

The issue of maintaining the people’s 
House I think is the paramount consid-
eration we ought to be giving on this 
issue. But even if Members agree we 
should amend the Constitution to have 
temporary appointments, I think ev-
erybody ought to agree we ought to 
have special elections as quickly as 
possible so that those who come to re-
place us will arrive with a mandate 
from the people of our district. 

So whether or not Members favor a 
temporary appointment method, which 
I do not, or Members favor keeping the 
House being solely elected, Members 
ought to vote for this bill because it 
does allow for the filling of vacancies 
when 100 or more seats are vacant as 
quickly as possible. That is the issue 
we have before us today, and it is an 
issue which I believe is of paramount 
importance because, should this Nation 
be in crisis as a result of a huge num-
ber of Members in the House of Rep-
resentatives being killed in a terrorist 
attack, the sooner we put the people 
back in charge with representatives 
elected by the people I think should be 
the paramount issue. 

Now, the final point I would like to 
make is, yes, my committee will mark 
up and send out to the floor the Baird 
constitutional amendment at our next 
markup, and I hope that the leadership 
would schedule that as quickly as pos-
sible. I for one will vigorously oppose it 
because I believe the principle of an 
elected House of Representatives is one 
that should prevail over everything. 

The final point I would like Members 
to consider is if we end up having an 
appointed House of Representatives 
even temporarily and an appointed 
Senate and an appointed President, 
where do the people rule? They do not 
rule in any of the three branches that 
make laws and appropriate the public’s 
money; that is all done by appointed 
positions. And that is why I believe it 

is important to maintain the elected 
nature of this House of Representatives 
even in the case where a catastrophe 
occurs. I would urge rejection of the 
preferential motion and urge passage of 
the bill. 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my preferential motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the preferential motion is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur-

ther amendments in order, the ques-
tion is on the committee amendment 
in the nature of a substitute, as amend-
ed. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
SIMPSON, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 2844) to require States to hold 
special elections to fill vacancies in the 
House of Representatives not later 
than 21 days after the vacancy is an-
nounced by the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives in extraordinary cir-
cumstances, and for other purposes, 
pursuant to House Resolution 602, he 
reported the bill back to the House 
with an amendment adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on the 
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole? If not, the question is on the 
committee amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. WATT 

Mr. WATT. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. WATT. I am, Mr. Speaker, in its 
present form. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. WATT moves to recommit the bill H.R. 

2844 to the Committee on House Administra-
tion with instructions to report the same 
back to the House forthwith with the fol-
lowing amendment: 

In section 26(b) of the Revised Statutes of 
the United States, as proposed to be added 
by the bill, add at the end the following new 
paragraph: 
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‘‘(5) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION REGARDING FED-

ERAL ELECTION LAWS.—Nothing in this sub-
section may be construed to affect the appli-
cation to special elections under this sub-
section of any Federal law governing the ad-
ministration of elections for Federal office 
(including any law providing for the enforce-
ment of any such law), including, but not 
limited to, the following: 

‘‘(A) The Voting Rights Act of 1965 (42 
U.S.C. 1973 et seq.), as amended. 

‘‘(B) The Voting Accessibility for the El-
derly and Handicapped Act (42 U.S.C. 1973ee 
et seq.), as amended. 

‘‘(C) The Uniformed and Overseas Citizens 
Absentee Voting Act (42 U.S.C. 1973ff et seq.), 
as amended. 

‘‘(D) The National Voter Registration Act 
of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 1973gg et seq.), as amended. 

‘‘(E) The Americans With Disabilities Act 
of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101 et seq.), as amended. 

‘‘(F) The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 
U.S.C. 701 et seq.), as amended. 

‘‘(G) The Help America Vote Act of 2002 (42 
U.S.C. 15301 et seq.), as amended.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. WATT) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes in support of his 
motion to recommit. 

Mr. WATT. Mr. Speaker, the artifi-
cial time frames and deadlines speci-
fied in H.R. 2844 could make it impos-
sible to comply with many State and 
Federal laws. Consequently, it has the 
potential to cause serious violations of 
voting rights and civil rights. To cor-
rect that problem, I rise to offer this 
motion to recommit with instructions. 

The motion to recommit seeks to 
limit the damage posed by H.R. 2844 by 
ensuring that nothing in the bill will 
undercut the requirements of the civil 
rights and voting rights laws that this 
Congress enacted and this country has 
painstakingly honored over the last 40 
years. 

I cannot support a measure that does 
not protect the voting rights of every 
American, including racial and lan-
guage minorities, people with disabil-
ities, the elderly, and our young men 
and women serving in the military. 

H.R. 2844 jeopardizes those protec-
tions now afforded to racial and lan-
guage minorities under section 5 of the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965 by making it 
impossible to provide voting materials 
to States or political subdivisions with 
more than 5 percent of the citizens of 
voting age who are single-language mi-
norities and are limited-English pro-
ficient within the time frame pre-
scribed by this legislation. 

Are these citizens not entitled to par-
ticipate? The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
and the Americans With Disabilities 
Act of 1990 sought to empower individ-
uals with disabilities to participate 
fully in society. H.R. 2844 will diminish 
both laws by not providing sufficient 
time to find facilities to host polling 
sites that are accessible to persons 
with disabilities. These citizens should 
be entitled to participate in our democ-
racy even in crisis times. 

In the last term of Congress, we 
passed the Help America Vote Act of 
2002. The bill passed with bipartisan 
support in an effort to address the 
problems brought to light during the 

2000 Presidential elections. Does H.R. 
2844 allow enough time for provisional 
ballots to be printed and for other im-
portant provisions of that law to be 
complied with? The answer is, no. 

H.R. 2844 will also undermine the 
Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Ab-
sentee Voting Act by failing to provide 
sufficient time for absentee ballots to 
be printed, distributed, and returned 
from Americans living abroad. This in-
cludes military and diplomatic per-
sonnel, their families, and other Amer-
icans living abroad. The Department of 
Defense believes that a minimum of 45 
days should be allowed from the time 
ballots are printed, not from the date 
the election is called. Our military 
men and women are serving our Nation 
all around the world. They should be 
entitled to participate in our democ-
racy, even in times of crisis. 

I think we should be sure that every 
law passed by this body to ensure equal 
protection of voting rights to every cit-
izen, not just certain Americans, 
should apply to special elections. H.R. 
2844 fails to make good on that prom-
ise. 

For these reasons, I offer this motion 
to recommit and ask my colleagues for 
their support based on the proposition 
that every citizen should be able to 
participate in our democracy, espe-
cially in times of crisis. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER) is recognized for 5 minutes in 
opposition to the motion to recommit. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in opposition to the motion to 
recommit for now, but I am prepared to 
accept this motion to recommit for a 
number of reasons. 

First of all, I think the motion to re-
commit is redundant in that all Fed-
eral laws apply to these special elec-
tions, not just the laws that are enu-
merated to the motion to recommit 
with instructions that the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. WATT) has of-
fered, but I want to be much more seri-
ous in terms of dealing with this. 

How the House is reconstituted fol-
lowing a disaster should not be an issue 
of partisan debate. Much of what has 
gone on here today has been a partisan 
debate; and in accepting this motion to 
recommit, I am reaching out to the 
other side to say let us make the pas-
sage of this bill bipartisan because the 
acceptance of the motion to recommit 
should make the bill bipartisan. 
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And that, coupled with my commit-
ment to deal with the gentleman from 
Washington’s (Mr. BAIRD) constitu-
tional amendment, certainly should 
show that we are dealing with this 
issue in good faith. And whether one 
supports the gentleman from Washing-
ton’s (Mr. BAIRD) amendment or not, it 
is important, I think, to make sure 
that the replacement representatives 
that are elected are elected and seated 
as soon as humanly possible, and that 
is what this bill attempts to do. 

So I would hope that after the ac-
ceptance of this motion to recommit, 
we could pass this bill by an over-
whelming vote; and I would reach out 
to my friends on the other side of the 
aisle and make that offer and hope that 
they reciprocate. 

I yield to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER), 
chairman of the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I would join with the 
chairman of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary and say that we do truly want 
to work in a bipartisan way to make 
sure that the greatest deliberative 
body known to man is maintained as 
that, and I hope very much that our de-
cision to accept the motion to recom-
mit which is being offered in good faith 
by the gentleman from North Carolina 
will see us proceed with an over-
whelming vote. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the motion 
to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The motion to recommit was agreed 

to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 

gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER) reporting back on behalf 
of the Committee on House Adminis-
tration? 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I am, Mr. 
Speaker, in the absence of the chair-
man. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman may proceed. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, pursuant to the instructions of the 
House on the motion to recommit, I re-
port the bill, H.R. 2844, back to the 
House with an amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment: 
In section 26(b) of the Revised Statutes of 

the United States, as proposed to be added 
by the bill, add at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(5) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION REGARDING FED-
ERAL ELECTION LAWS.—Nothing in this sub-
section may be construed to affect the appli-
cation to special elections under this sub-
section of any Federal law governing the ad-
ministration of elections for Federal office 
(including any law providing for the enforce-
ment of any such law), including, but not 
limited to, the following: 

‘‘(A) The Voting Rights Act of 1965 (42 
U.S.C. 1973 et seq.), as amended. 

‘‘(B) The Voting Accessibility for the El-
derly and Handicapped Act (42 U.S.C. 1973ee 
et seq.), as amended. 

‘‘(C) The Uniformed and Overseas Citizens 
Absentee Voting Act (42 U.S.C. 1973ff et seq.), 
as amended. 

‘‘(D) The National Voter Registration Act 
of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 1973gg et seq.), as amended. 

‘‘(E) The Americans With Disabilities Act 
of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101 et seq.), as amended. 

‘‘(F) The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 
U.S.C. 701 et seq.), as amended. 
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‘‘(G) The Help America Vote Act of 2002 (42 

U.S.C. 15301 et seq.), as amended.’’. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER (during the 

reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 306, nays 97, 
not voting 30, as follows: 

[Roll No. 130] 

YEAS—306 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballance 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 

Chandler 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeLay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Foley 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (TX) 

Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hooley (OR) 
Hostettler 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Latham 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 

Lucas (KY) 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 

Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sandlin 
Saxton 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Simmons 
Simpson 

Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Terry 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Towns 
Turner (OH) 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Velázquez 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watt 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—97 

Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Bell 
Berkley 
Berry 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Clay 
Cramer 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Emanuel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Filner 
Frost 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hefley 

Hill 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kilpatrick 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McInnis 
Meehan 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Miller, George 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 

Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Rohrabacher 
Ross 
Rothman 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Serrano 
Slaughter 
Solis 
Stark 
Strickland 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Tierney 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson 
Waxman 
Woolsey 

NOT VOTING—30 

Boehlert 
Cardin 
Carter 
Clyburn 
Collins 
Delahunt 
DeMint 
Duncan 
Forbes 
Gallegly 
Gephardt 

Hastings (FL) 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jones (OH) 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Mollohan 

Nunes 
Payne 
Peterson (PA) 
Pombo 
Shuster 
Smith (MI) 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Toomey 
Young (AK) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD) (during the vote). Members 

are advised 2 minutes remain in this 
vote. 

b 1623 

Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. GORDON and Ms. 
LINDA SÁNCHEZ of California 
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to 
‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. SPRATT and Mr. LEWIS of Geor-
gia changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to 
‘‘yea.’’ 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The title of the bill was amended so 

as to read: ‘‘A bill to require States to 
hold special elections to fill vacancies 
in the House of Representatives not 
later than 45 days after the vacancy is 
announced by the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives in extraordinary 
circumstances, and for other pur-
poses.’’. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I missed 
votes on Thursday, April 22, 2004, due to a 
representational activity. Had I been present, 
the record would reflect that I would have 
voted: roll 128, Larson No. 1 amendment; 
‘‘aye’’; roll 129, Larson No. 2 amendment, 
‘‘aye’’; roll 130, Final Passage H.R. 2844 Con-
tinuity in Representation Act, ‘‘nay.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall 
votes 126, 127, 128, 129, and 130 I was un-
avoidably detained. If I had been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall votes 126, 
127, and 130. I would have voted ‘‘nay’’ on 
rollcall votes 128 and 129. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 2844. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I take this 
time for the purpose of inquiring of the 
majority leader the schedule for the 
following week. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
distinguished whip for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, next week the House 
will convene on Tuesday at 12:30 p.m. 
for morning hour and 2 p.m. for legisla-
tive business. We will consider several 
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measures under suspension of rules. A 
final list of these bills will be sent to 
Members’ offices by the end of this 
week. Any votes called on these meas-
ures will be rolled until 6:30 p.m. on 
Tuesday. 

On Wednesday and Thursday, the 
House will convene at 10 a.m. We plan 
to consider H.R. 4181, which would per-
manently remove the marriage tax 
penalty from the Internal Revenue 
Code. In addition, we expect to con-
sider a short-term extension of the 
highway bill, as the current extension 
expires at the end of this month. 

Finally, I would like to remind all 
Members that we do not plan to have 
votes next Friday, April 30. 

Mr. HOYER. Ms. Chairman, I appre-
ciate that information. 

With respect to the transportation 
reauthorization bill, can the leader tell 
me for what length of time we will ex-
tend the existing authorization? 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, it is just an 
extension of the authorization. As far 
as length of time, the bill has not been 
written yet, but in the discussions that 
I have been privy to, I am advised that 
it could very well be about 2 months. 

Mr. HOYER. The same period as we 
had on this bill. 

Mr. DELAY. Yes. 
Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 
With respect to the fiscal 2005 budget 

resolution, do you expect we might see 
a conference report on the budget next 
week? 

Mr. DELAY. If the gentleman will 
yield further, based on the feedback 
that I have gotten from the gentleman 
from Iowa (Chairman NUSSLE) of the 
Committee on the Budget, I believe 
that we could very well see the budget 
resolution conference report be com-
pleted in time so that we could vote on 
it sometime next week. 

Mr. HOYER. Is the pay-as-you-go 
provision still a major stumbling block 
in the conference, or does the gen-
tleman know? 

Mr. DELAY. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I am not privy to the dis-
cussions between the other body and 
the House in the conference com-
mittee, so I really cannot answer that 
question. 

Mr. HOYER. With respect to the mar-
riage penalty tax bill, will this bill be 
considered in the Committee on Ways 
and Means? 

Mr. DELAY. The marriage penalty 
bill, yes, will be marked up by the 
Committee on Ways and Means, I be-
lieve. 

I am being corrected, and I appre-
ciate the correction. I think it is not 
going to be marked up by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. It is com-
ing straight to the floor. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, 
the reason I asked the question, obvi-
ously, is members of the Committee on 
Ways and Means had not heard about 
marking up that bill. Is there some 
reason we are not pursuing the regular 
order and having that bill reported 
back out of the committee? 

Mr. DELAY. If the gentleman will 
yield further, this is a very simple, 
straightforward provision. It is the 
same provision we have carried and 
passed by this House many times. It is 
not very complicated. I am advised 
that the chairman of the committee 
did not feel that he needed to use the 
time of the committee to mark up such 
a very simple bill that has been dis-
cussed and debated on this floor many 
times, and passed by the House many 
times. 

Mr. HOYER. I cannot help myself for 
making this remark, Mr. Leader, but I 
am not surprised that the chairman of 
the committee feels it would not be 
necessary to go to the committee to 
ask for approval to have something 
passed out of that committee. We 
Democrats particularly know that that 
is the case. 

Mr. Leader, we have information that 
leads us to believe that on subsequent 
weeks we are going to be considering 
the child care tax credit, the 10 percent 
tax bracket and possibly AMT. Is that 
information accurate? 

Mr. DELAY. If the gentleman will 
yield further, as the gentleman knows, 
when we passed the Jobs and Economic 
Growth Tax Act last year, we acceler-
ated several important provisions from 
the 2001 tax bill. Our goal was to allow 
more families and more businesses to 
keep more of their money, thereby en-
couraging private sector investment 
and consumer spending. These invest-
ments are driving, we feel, the econ-
omy forward. They are helping create 
more than half a million jobs in this 
year alone. 

Over the next few weeks, I expect the 
House to continue those efforts by con-
sidering legislation, as the gentleman 
has outlined, that will ensure that fam-
ilies do not face a tax increase next 
year by extending marriage penalty re-
lief, continuing the new low 10 percent 
bracket, extending the $1,000-per-child 
tax credit, and I believe the Committee 
on Ways and Means is considering an 
AMT reform. That will be done over 
the next several weeks. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, I 
take that as a yes. 

The gentleman mentioned extending 
the $1,000 child tax credit. Do you 
think this time we might include those 
families that are making less than 
$26,000 on this go-around? That has 
been pending for many, many months 
now, and, seeing as how you mentioned 
it, I thought I might inquire as to 
whether or not we might finally in-
clude the poorest working Americans 
in the benefit that has been extended 
to those that are doing a little better. 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I appre-

ciate the gentleman yielding. I cannot 
prejudge what the Committee on Ways 
and Means might decide to do on that 
particular bill, but I have a feeling that 
if this bill became law, the gentleman’s 
concerns would all be taken care of. 

Mr. HOYER. I doubt that there is any 
bill that can pass that will take care of 

all my concerns, Mr. Leader, but I ap-
preciate the information. 

On those additional items, do you ex-
pect them as well not to go through 
the committee process and be consid-
ered by the committee, but come di-
rectly to the floor? 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I appre-

ciate the gentleman yielding further. 
As the gentleman has already found 

out, I thought it was being marked up 
this week and was told differently. I do 
not know how to answer that question, 
other than the fact that each bill will 
be considered on its own merits by the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and 
they will have to make a decision 
whether the bill merits a markup or 
allow it to come straight to the floor. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Leader, the last 
question I would ask you with respect 
to these tax bills, is it your expecta-
tion that the minority will be given 
the ability to offer a substitute on the 
bill coming up this week, the marriage 
penalty, but as well on the subsequent 
bills? 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. DELAY. I appreciate the gen-

tleman yielding further. 
Of course, I obviously would defer for 

a final decision to the Committee on 
Rules, but I imagine, as is our long- 
standing tradition and custom of the 
House procedures, particularly in re-
gard to tax measures, I would believe 
that they would prefer to limit the 
number of amendments, if any, to limit 
those amendments to germane sub-
stitutes. 

b 1630 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time, let us assume the substitute 
is germane. Will we be allowed the op-
portunity to offer a germane sub-
stitute? 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman would yield, again, I would 
defer that kind of decision to the Com-
mittee on Rules; but, obviously, in 
most cases that I can remember a tax 
bill, there have been substitutes to the 
tax bills as long as they are germane. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for that observation. 

Lastly, I would say to the leader we 
understand this morning that the Na-
tional Security Adviser Condoleezza 
Rice briefed the Republican Con-
ference. I want to say that we have 
been offered the opportunity to have 
the National Security Adviser brief the 
Democratic Caucus. I think we will 
take advantage of that. But, Mr. Lead-
er, clearly the present situation in Iraq 
is not what any of us would want. 

During the course of this effort in 
Iraq, and immediately before it, we had 
briefings on this floor. Secretary 
Rumsfeld and from General Myers, 
from Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz, from 
Mr. Tenet, the Director of the CIA, 
from Mr. Mueller of the FBI, numerous 
others. And we came together as Re-
publicans and Democrats and had the 
opportunity to be briefed. We had the 

VerDate mar 24 2004 03:30 Apr 23, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00068 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K22AP7.114 H22PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2337 April 22, 2004 
opportunity together to ask questions. 
Some of those, as my colleague knows, 
were in closed session because we dis-
cussed security information. 

I want to say to my friend that we 
were disappointed that we did not do 
that this morning. Both of our cau-
cuses are partisan; they represent par-
ties. We were disappointed that this 
briefing was given on a partisan basis. 
We do not think that is in the best in-
terest of the country; we do not think 
it is in the best interest of this Con-
gress. 

Mr. Leader, I would urge you to, on 
behalf of your leadership, join with us 
in assuring that, A, we have a number 
of bipartisan briefings from the prin-
cipals involved as to what is going on. 
Our public is concerned, my colleague’s 
people, my people, very concerned 
about what is happening to our troops, 
very concerned about our success in 
Iraq. I say that, as my friend knows, as 
one of those who supported the effort, 
supported the funding of this effort. 
But all of us have to be concerned 
about the situation. 

So I would ask the leader if he might 
comment on the fact that we have his-
torically had under Democratic leader-
ship, Republican leadership, bipartisan 
briefings. I would hope that we could 
continue to have such. As I say, I think 
it is in the best interest of the country. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding. I can ap-
preciate his disappointment, but I need 
to point out to the gentleman that this 
is not limited to Republicans. The gen-
tleman has already said that Dr. Rice 
would gladly brief his caucus. Just as 
the President meets with bipartisan 
leadership, he has meetings with bipar-
tisan Members of Congress, he also has 
meetings with Republicans. And he has 
on occasion had meetings with Demo-
crats. This is not limiting or closing 
out anybody. It is just in this par-
ticular case we invited the NSC direc-
tor to speak to the Republican Con-
ference. 

We have had and have notified your 
leadership that bipartisan briefings 
will be held by the NSC director as bi-
partisan meetings, as the gentleman 
has pointed out, have been held by the 
Secretary of Defense, the Chiefs of 
Staff, the CIA, and many, many others. 
It is just an added briefing that we felt 
we wanted to have. And certainly, the 
NSC director made sure that the same 
courtesy was paid to the Democratic 
Caucus, and she is more than willing to 
come before the Democratic Caucus. 

No one is trying to be shut out, but 
there are times when our caucus wants 
to talk to this administration and we 
ought to be allowed to do that as long 
as we get briefings and open briefings 
in a bipartisan way as well. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for that comment. I un-
derstand his observation. The gen-
tleman will remember one of the most 
wrenching caucuses in which I partici-
pated was a bipartisan caucus after we 
tragically lost those 18 members of the 

service when the Black Hawk went 
down in Mogadisho, Somalia. And as 
you may recall, it was extraordinary. I 
think we must have had 350 of our 
Members in HC–5 in which Secretary 
Christopher and Secretary Aspin came 
and reported to us on the situation on 
the ground. 

I understand what my colleague is 
saying, and he certainly has that right; 
but I think that the fact that we can 
meet together to get information to-
gether so that we are all getting the 
same information and hear one an-
other’s questions, hear one another’s 
concerns, which reflect the concerns of 
the 280 million Americans, many of 
whom have young people overseas, and 
some, as he knows, because he has met 
with them as I have that are not so 
young in the National Guard and Re-
serve, we think it would be useful to do 
that in a bipartisan way together so 
that we could all hear the same infor-
mation and therefore be able to work 
together to assist in solving what is a 
very difficult problem, ensuring to the 
greatest extent we can the safety of 
our people and the success of our mis-
sion. 

But I thank the gentleman for his ob-
servations. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
APRIL 26, 2004, AND HOUR OF 
MEETING ON TUESDAY, APRIL 
27, 2004 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today it adjourn to meet at 
noon on Monday, April 26, 2004; and fur-
ther, when the House adjourns on that 
day, it adjourn to meet at 12:30 p.m. on 
Tuesday, April 27, for morning hour de-
bate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

f 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the business in 
order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE NANCY PELOSI, DEMO-
CRATIC LEADER 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable NANCY 
PELOSI, Democratic Leader: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
OFFICE OF THE DEMOCRATIC LEADER, 

April 21, 2004. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to section 
637(d)(1) of the HELP Commission Act (P.L. 
108–199), I hereby appoint Mr. Lynn C. Fritz 
of California, Mr. C. Payne Lucas of Wash-
ington, D.C. and Mr. Jeffery D. Sachs of New 
York, to the Helping To Enhance The Liveli-
hood Of People (HELP) Around The Globe 
Commission. 

Best regards, 
NANCY PELOSI. 

f 

SENATOR KERRY HAS THE 
SUPPORT OF VETERANS 

(Mr. SMITH of Washington asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, throughout this Presidential 
campaign, we have heard from the Re-
publicans repeatedly that they will not 
question Senator KERRY’s patriotism. 
We all figured that was an empty 
promise, but it has been proven true in 
the well of this House this morning. 

Several Republican Members came 
up and directly called into question 
Senator KERRY’s patriotism based on 
his objections to the Vietnam War. And 
beyond that, we have even heard Re-
publicans out on the airwaves ques-
tioning his service in Vietnam. 

I do feel that there are many more 
important issues in this campaign that 
are legitimate to talk about. Senator 
KERRY has unbelievable support from 
veterans in this country. All 50 States 
have veterans for Kerry organizations 
that are strong and hard-working to 
support the Senator and, perhaps most 
tellingly, are the people who served 
with him in Vietnam. All of those peo-
ple are supporting Senator KERRY re-
gardless of their political stripes. Many 
are taking large chunks of personal 
time to go around and be supportive of 
him. 

His record in Vietnam and his record 
afterwards should not be questioned, 
and it is being questioned by the Re-
publicans. I think Senator MCCAIN said 
it best some time ago when asked 
about this and asked about Senator 
KERRY’s protest against the war. He 
said that Senator KERRY’s service in 
Vietnam fighting for our country more 
than gave him the right to protest the 
war if he thought it was wrong. 

Senator KERRY honorably served this 
country in Vietnam, volunteered to 
serve, volunteered for combat duty, 
and he honorably upheld the traditions 
of this country when he came home 
and pursued his personal convictions to 
oppose the war. We should recognize 
that service. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BURNS). The gentleman will refrain 
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from making improper references to in-
dividual Senators. 

f 

AMERICANS NEED JOBS 

(Mr. RYAN of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, an-
other week has gone by in the United 
States Congress, and nothing has been 
done with unemployment benefits for 
unemployed workers throughout this 
country; 2 million to 3 million workers 
still do not have work. Thousands in 
the State of Ohio are losing their un-
employment benefits every single day. 
And we sit here and we want to take 
pot shots at different Members of this 
body, different members of the Senate, 
candidates for President. 

The real issues today are people do 
not have any place to go to find work. 
Those people that did have work have 
lost their jobs, and they are looking for 
unemployment benefits to feed their 
families. They want to send their kids 
to school. We have no manufacturing 
program in this country. We are bleed-
ing jobs every day. 

We better get our act together in the 
Congress. I think it is time for a 
change. I think we need to focus on 
what is most important here and what 
our job is here, and that is to take care 
of the American people. 

f 

CALLING SENATOR KERRY ‘‘HANOI 
JOHN’’ IS SHAMEFUL 

(Mr. STRICKLAND asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, 
something happened on the floor of the 
House this morning that in my judg-
ment is shameful, shameful, because 
the record of an American hero who 
shed his blood, who earned three Pur-
ple Hearts, a Silver Star, and a Bronze 
Medal was referred to on the floor of 
this House as ‘‘Hanoi John.’’ Is that 
what we have come to in this House? 

I would remind those listening that 
when the President of the United 
States found some reason not to show 
up for his responsibilities and when 
Vice President CHENEY said he had 
other responsibilities during the Viet-
nam War, it was Senator JOHN KERRY 
who took the bullets for this country 
and for us and our freedoms. 

Shame on those, shame on those who 
would denigrate the record of a true 
American hero. 

f 

REPUBLICANS ARE UNWILLING TO 
MEET THE COMMITMENT TO 
VETERANS 

(Mr. DEFAZIO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, by at-
tacking JOHN KERRY’s war record this 

morning, the Republicans would revive 
the controversy of the war in Vietnam, 
yet they are unwilling to meet the 
commitment to the veterans of that 
war who are still waiting for the bene-
fits they were promised. They will at-
tack veterans of the war, and they will 
not help the veterans of the war in the 
way we promised when they went to 
war. 

They have not yet repealed the dis-
abled veterans tax. They are sup-
porting $1 billion less than we need to 
provide health care. The President is 
proposing to double the prescription 
drug cost for our veterans. And yet 
they have the temerity to attack a dis-
tinguished veteran of that war, one 
who has also voted to meet the com-
mitments to the veterans of that war 
and the veterans who are coming home 
today. But they are not willing to pay 
that bill, they are just willing to at-
tack. 

f 

NO BOUNDARIES 

(Mr. BELL asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. BELL. Mr. Speaker, are there no 
boundaries? 

b 1645 

Earlier today several Republicans 
came to the floor of this House of Rep-
resentatives to attack the military 
record of Senator JOHN KERRY, to at-
tack the military record of an indi-
vidual whose medals alone would take 
almost all of my allotted time to 
name, to attack the military record of 
a man who risked his very young life 
for his country in Vietnam and was 
wounded on three different occasions, a 
man who risked his life to save others; 
and then when we he came home to the 
United States, decided he was not fin-
ished saving lives. Instead, he decided 
to stand with thousands of other Amer-
icans and question a war that had 
clearly lost direction. 

JOHN KERRY’s appearance before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions back then was a turning point in 
the debate on Vietnam, and he showed 
the same level of patriotism by taking 
that stand here at home as he did with 
his act of bravery in Vietnam. To at-
tack him in this manner is simply 
shameful. But I guess in this day and 
age of politics, there are no boundaries, 
and regretfully we should not be sur-
prised. 

f 

KERRY, HIGHLY DECORATED 
VETERAN 

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, Decem-
ber 1968, JOHN KERRY gets wounded in 
the arm. He is awarded the Purple 
Heart. February 1969, KERRY is wound-
ed again, shrapnel in the left thigh. He 

is awarded a second Purple Heart. Feb-
ruary 28, 1969, pursues a Viet Cong 
fighter, kills him and retrieves a rock-
et launcher, awarded a Silver Star. 
March 1969, a mine detonates the boat, 
wounding him in the right arm. He is 
awarded a third Purple Heart. He is 
also awarded a Bronze Star for saving a 
crew member. 

As my colleagues have pointed out, 
Republicans came to this floor today to 
attack JOHN KERRY’s military record. 
Shame on them. JOHN KERRY honors 
our men and our women in uniform. He 
honors the principles upon which this 
great Nation was founded. There are 
those who serve in the Republican side 
of this aisle who would do well to take 
heed and give honor to someone who 
served so well this great country of 
ours. 

f 

KERRY, A DECORATED WAR HERO 

(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I 
was actually baffled to hear that some 
of my colleagues came to the floor this 
morning to criticize JOHN KERRY in his 
capacity as an enlisted soldier and war 
veteran. JOHN KERRY, the highly deco-
rated hero, recipient of the Silver Star, 
Bronze Star, three Purple Hearts, Com-
bat Action Ribbon, Navy Presidential 
Unit Citation, Navy Unit Commenda-
tion Ribbon, National Defense Service 
Medal, Vietnam Service Medal and the 
Vietnam Campaign Medal, that JOHN 
KERRY was blasted and accused of 
being unpatriotic for being critical of 
the Commander-in-Chief during the 
Vietnam War. 

I am baffled that my colleagues 
would even choose to go there because 
our current Commander-in-Chief has, 
what can I say, a less than heroic mili-
tary career, and the majority of the 
Americans are more than a little con-
cerned about a President who has sent 
our soldiers into battle without an exit 
strategy, without a post-Saddam plan 
and without body armor. 

f 

DANGEROUS DUTY FOR KERRY 

(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, JOHN 
KERRY volunteered for service in the 
Navy during the Vietnam War where he 
served as skipper on a swift boat that 
patrolled the Mekong Delta. Navy Ad-
miral Elmo Zumwalt, who devised Op-
eration Sea Lord, calculated in his bi-
ography that swift boat sailors had a 75 
percent chance of being killed or 
wounded during a typical war. Under 
Sea Lord, swift boat duty was one of 
the most dangerous duties you could 
draw in the entire U.S. Navy. KERRY 
was wounded three times in Vietnam, 
received three Purple Hearts for those 
injuries. He was also awarded a Silver 
Star and a Bronze Star for his actions 
in combat. 
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In addition to the individual awards 

for bravery, KERRY’s unit was awarded 
the Presidential Unit Citation Ribbon 
by President Richard Nixon. 

I could go on, but I have to say I am 
ashamed to hear the statements that 
are being made by Republicans, by my 
colleagues on the other side, talking 
about Senator KERRY, who served so 
honorably, who was a decorated vet-
eran. And if he decided that he wanted 
to question the Vietnam War after 
serving in it, that was his right as an 
American. 

f 

PRAISE KERRY 

(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas asked and was given permission 
to address the House for 1 minute and 
to revise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Speaker, JOHN KERRY did 
serve his country honorably in Viet-
nam and stood up with many Ameri-
cans to question a war that had lost 
purpose and was losing many American 
lives. 

JOHN KERRY’s speech played an im-
portant role in moving the debate from 
the streets to the floor of the Senate. 
The Nixon administration was not re-
sponding to the changes in the war in 
Vietnam and was deceiving the Amer-
ican people about the war. 

KERRY’s testimony saved lives. 
KERRY and other veterans who 
marched in D.C. in 1971 exercised the 
same patriotism that drove them to 
serve their country in the battle in 
Vietnam. They had fought for liberty 
and freedom of expression for the Viet-
namese, and they returned to the 
United States to stand up and be heard. 
His actions should be praised, not 
scorned. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Ms. Evans, one 
of his secretaries. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BURNS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 2003, and 
under a previous order of the House, 
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

BUSH’S WAR ON ENVIRONMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
MCDERMOTT) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, we 
see the Iraq war in the newspapers 
every morning and on the television 
every evening, but we are not seeing 
reports on the administration’s 
undeclared war on the environment. 

It is a war. It is being fought on our 
own soil, and the polluters are winning. 

This Earth Day this administration 
has launched a full frontal assault on 
the environment. The assaults include 
the air we breathe, the water we drink, 
the land we cherish, the fish in the sea 
and the people themselves. 

I am a doctor. My medical training 
and experience taught me you have to 
treat illness by curing the problem, not 
by treating the symptoms. This admin-
istration does neither. We could write a 
prescription, but it will not be filled 
while this President is in office. 

Air pollution shortens the lives of 
thousands of Americans, and air pollu-
tion worsens the lives of millions more. 
Breathing polluted air is bad enough 
when you are in good health. It can be 
catastrophic when you suffer from any 
one of a number of respiratory ill-
nesses. 

When I was a kid, I had asthma. It is 
a respiratory illness which can clog or 
even close the bronchial tubes which 
carry air to the lungs. In other words, 
asthma can impair the ability to 
breathe. In severe cases, asthma can be 
life-threatening and require immediate 
medical attention. An asthma attack 
can be triggered by smoke and by envi-
ronmental pollution. And we have seen 
the enemy, and it is the administra-
tion. 

The environmental pollution this ad-
ministration has let loose on America 
saves the polluters millions of dollars, 
but costs individual Americans dearly. 
Do not take my word for it. Ask any-
one with asthma or any other person 
with a respiratory condition in this 
country. 

Respiratory problems are just one 
area of medicine impacted severely and 
negatively by pollution. There are oth-
ers, from skin disease, to chronic al-
lergy, to a host of medical problems 
hurting Americans, young and old. Pol-
luters have poisoned water supplies. 
They have contaminated rivers and 
streams. And worst of all, they are get-
ting away with it. They are changing 
the rules. 

This country is more in danger at 5 
o’clock on Friday than at any other 
time environmentally during the week 
because that is when the administra-
tion puts out the new regulations 
under the radar, no press conference, 
no anything, just give the polluters an 
open door. They invite them to secret 
meetings to craft America’s energy 
policy. This administration does not 
look the other way. Instead they hold 
fund raisers. 

The President cannot remember 
making a mistake the other day on tel-
evision. I cannot remember the Presi-
dent doing anything right about the 
environment. The record is that abys-
mal. And unless we change administra-
tions this November, it will only get 
worse. 

In my home State of Washington, it 
takes committed local organizations 
like the People for Puget Sound and 
others to monitor the regulators. In 
my home State of Washington, we now 
fear new environmental actions Repub-

licans openly hint about that may 
harm or kill whales, porpoises and dol-
phins. 

No one and nothing is safe from the 
undisclosed war of this President on 
the environment. Now, whales cannot 
vote, but we can. Porpoises cannot 
vote, but we can. Dolphins cannot vote, 
but we can. Children cannot vote, but 
we can. Lakes and streams cannot 
vote, but we can. The Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge cannot vote, but we 
can. The water, the air, and the Earth 
cannot vote. We must vote on their be-
half. 

This is Earth Day. Sadly, the Earth 
is in grave danger, much greater than 
it was in 1970s when this first was put 
on the calendar. We know who was re-
sponsible, and we know why. It is all 
about money, about greed. Energy pro-
ducers are saying, we cannot clean up 
the air. 

In the President’s own State, the 
major city is one of the most polluted 
in the country. When he was Governor, 
he did nothing. When he is President, 
he does nothing. Houston might as well 
not have a President or a Governor. 

We must save the planet before it is 
too late, and the sand is quickly flow-
ing out of the hour glass. Today is the 
day we decide to vote for the planet 
and vote this President out of office in 
November. 

f 

CHILD ABUSE PREVENTION MONTH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
PHY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Speaker, April is 
Child Abuse Prevention Month. It is an 
important time to focus on how we can 
deal with this painful and preventable 
scourge on America’s children. 

It is estimated that a staggering 
896,000 children were neglected or 
abused in the United States in 2002, ap-
proximately 12 out of every 1,000 chil-
dren. In 2001, there were 1,300 deaths 
from neglect or abuse, but some esti-
mate that half the deaths from neglect 
go unrecorded. And although cases of 
abuse have dropped slightly since the 
1990s, the number has remained alarm-
ingly steady in recent years. Most 
times the abuse is from a parent, and 
there is abuse at all income levels. 

The effects go far beyond the imme-
diate and obvious impact. There are 
long-term consequences that include 
developmental delays, learning dis-
orders, aggressive behavior and depres-
sion. Now, these consequences do not 
just affect the individual, but they ef-
fect society as a whole. Survivors are 
at a greater risk later in life to abuse 
their own children. 

State, Federal, and local govern-
ments, human service agencies, 
schools, faith-based groups and health 
care facilities have a stake in helping 
to prevent child abuse. These groups 
can all work together with combined 
resources to improve protective factors 
such as parenting skills and attitudes. 
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At the same time by working together 
they can reduce risk factors such as 
parent depression, caregiver stress and 
children’s behavior problems. These 
risk factors are critically important 
because they can precipitate the rage 
that leads to abuse. 

It is well worth noting that this is 
not just a problem of poverty, but all 
walks of life. This is not the family in 
the other part of town. This is our 
neighbors next door, down the street, 
or around the corner. This is not some-
one else’s problem. This is all of our 
problem. 

Now, there have been positive accom-
plishments by those who work at the 
Federal level, notably passage of the 
Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment 
Act, but we cannot solve the problems 
of child abuse by laws alone. And there 
is an alarming lack of coordination 
among the Federal agencies that are 
already in place to prevent and treat 
victims of abuse. When one considers 
the fact that there are 33 offices, agen-
cies and bureaus in the Federal Gov-
ernment that deal with child abuse, 
added to the fact that there are a stag-
gering 46 separate streams of funding, 
it is a wonder that anything gets ac-
complished. 

The old cliche, the left hand does not 
know what the right hand is doing, 
may well fit here. 

The Federal Government cannot sin-
gle-handedly stop child abuse, but it 
can provide valuable tools to assist 
those working to save our families and 
our children. Right now, however, the 
system is splintered, disjointed and 
sometimes ineffective. 

b 1700 
Next month the Committee on Gov-

ernment Reform will hold important 
hearings on cleaning up the Federal 
Government’s approach to preventing 
and treating child abuse; but with a 
steady 900,000 cases per year, despite 
the millions and millions and millions 
spent by the Federal, State and local 
government, it is clear the current ap-
proach is failing. 

We must streamline these agencies 
and funding streams. We cannot just 
preach a proactive approach to stop-
ping child abuse. We must also set the 
example. The most direct way to end 
child abuse is to stop it before it starts. 
Prevention and early intervention is 
the key. 

Community-based programs have 
shown positive improvements by uti-
lizing a proactive approach that in-
cludes improving parenting skills and 
attitudes, as well as reducing risk fac-
tors such as parental depression, care-
giver drug use, caregiver stress, and 
children’s behavior problems. Presi-
dent Bush’s fiscal year budget proposal 
shows a commitment to helping our 
children by doubling funding for two 
critical funding programs, money that 
provides funds to States. 

It is also imperative that we stream-
line the Federal system and ensure 
that money being spent is utilized ef-
fectively in programs that work. 

We owe our children nothing less 
than the right to feel safe in their own 
homes with their own parents. It is a 
duty that is a responsibility and a 
moral obligation that we all share. We 
must do our part here in Washington. 

I call upon all Americans to take an 
active role, to open their hearts to 
America’s hurting children. I call upon 
all Members of Congress to recognize 
that of all the things we do, of all the 
things we do, stopping the pain, stop-
ping the rage against our innocent 
children could indeed be the most cou-
rageous and noblest task of all. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BURNS). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. WYNN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. WYNN addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to replace the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. WYNN), the next speak-
er. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

f 

EARTH DAY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to rec-
ognize and celebrate the 34th annual 
celebration of Earth Day. I have a 
long-standing commitment to con-
servation and environmental protec-
tion, as well as to peace and justice; 
and I am pleased to join in today’s 
celebration. 

Earth Day festivities take place all 
across the country. I would like to pay 
special tribute to my constituents in 
Dallas, Texas, who are so active in 
their support of environmental issues. 

I would like to give special recogni-
tion to TXU under the leadership of 
Mr. Earl Ney, who has shown a great 
deal of sensitivity in correcting many 
of the environmental damaging fumes 
from their electrical power plans, and 
to Mr. Stavely of Irving, Texas, who 
led the dry cleaning industry into tak-
ing a responsible position of estab-
lishing a State fund to share in clean-
ing up industrial waste. 

The city of Dallas will recognize 
Earth Day on Friday with a celebra-
tion of live entertainment and edu-
cational exhibits. I would like also to 
pay tribute to Bonnie Bowman, a north 
Texan, who has championed a host of 
environmental causes from clean air 
and water to recycling and tree preser-
vation. Those efforts have garnered her 

special recognition this Earth Day in 
the form of an environmental aware-
ness award from the League of Women 
Voters, and Trammel Crow who back 
over the years planted many trees back 
along the highways. 

In 1963 following President Kennedy’s 
death, the Nation was reminded of his 
words he had spoken the year before: 
‘‘Never have the nations of the world 
had so much to lose, or so much to 
gain. Together we can save our planet, 
or together perish in its flames. Save it 
we can, and save it we must.’’ We must 
ensure that diversity of life on Earth 
and enrich the quality of life now and 
for future generations. 

Today, however, many of the envi-
ronmental gains of the past 34 years 
are under attack or have been rolled 
back. The Clean Air Act and the Clean 
Water Act have been weakened. EPA 
enforcement funds have been cut. The 
‘‘polluter pays’’ principle for cleaning 
up toxic waste sites has been aban-
doned. Mining and logging on public 
lands have increased, protection from 
wilderness areas has been removed, and 
attempts are being made to open up 
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge for 
oil drilling and weaken protections for 
the California coast. 

Mr. Speaker, Texas is already the Na-
tion’s mercury hot spot, and our chil-
dren should not be suffering from the 
toxic exposure. Texas leads the Nation 
in mercury pollution from coal plants. 
Nineteen coal-burning plants spew out 
nearly 9,000 pounds of toxic mercury 
per year in Texas. Coal waste contains 
mercury that can leach into the water-
ways as well. Utilities, the largest 
source of mercury, 34 percent, are the 
only industry unregulated for this dan-
gerous pollutant. 

I consider environmental protection 
to be a national priority. I pledge to 
work with my colleagues to ensure the 
preservation of our natural resources 
and the protection of the public’s 
health. Today, as we celebrate Earth 
Day, let us reaffirm our commitment 
to a cleaner and more peaceful world. 

f 

SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING INDI-
CATORS 2004 REPORT—MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on Science: 
To the Congress of the United States: 

Consistent with 42 U.S.C. 1863(j)(1), I 
transmit herewith a report prepared 
for the Congress and the Administra-
tion by the National Science Board en-
titled, ‘‘Science and Engineering Indi-
cators—2004.’’ This report represents 
the sixteenth in the series examining 
key aspects of the status of science and 
engineering in the United States. 

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, April 22, 2004. 

VerDate mar 24 2004 03:30 Apr 23, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00072 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K22AP7.123 H22PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2341 April 22, 2004 
HONORING SPECIALIST JUSTIN 

JOHNSON 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise to pay tribute to the life of a true 
American hero, Specialist Justin John-
son from Floyd County, Georgia. Spe-
cialist Johnson was killed in action on 
April 10, 2004, when he was hit by 
shrapnel from a roadside bomb in Iraq. 
He is the first soldier from Floyd Coun-
ty to fall in our effort to free the Iraqi 
people. 

Like countless others after 9/11, Jus-
tin felt called to serve and protect his 
country, so he enlisted in the Army. 
Prior to enlisting in the Army, Justin 
worked construction with his father, 
Joe, who was himself a retired soldier. 
By enlisting, Justin proudly followed 
in the footsteps of his father and his 
older brother, Josh, who is currently 
stationed at Fort Bragg, North Caro-
lina. Like his father, Justin was a for-
ward artillery observer. 

On April 10 Justin had only been in 
Baghdad 8 days when he was riding 
gunner on a Humvee and paid the ulti-
mate price. His mother received word 
of his death when she returned home 
from church on Easter Sunday and just 
2 weeks after undergoing major sur-
gery. The news came to her as her hus-
band, Justin’s father, was joining a Na-
tional Guard unit in Washington State 
that was preparing to deploy to Iraq so 
as to be with his son in the defense of 
our Nation. As they had earlier on the 
construction site, Justin and his father 
would have worked together, worked in 
the rebuilding of Iraq and assuring 
their freedom and protecting the world 
from terrorism. 

I recently had the opportunity to 
visit with Mr. and Mrs. Johnson, and I 
was moved by their reaction to this 
tragic event. When I spoke to them, all 
they could say was that their loss had 
only made them more resolute in their 
conviction about the rightness of this 
war; and Mrs. Johnson was especially 
vocal about how America’s efforts have 
given her, and all Americans, a free-
dom from fear. Mr. and Mrs. Johnson 
remain firm in their support of Presi-
dent Bush’s stand in Iraq and declared 
that he is a ‘‘true man of God.’’ 

At Specialist Johnson’s funeral, 
when a bugler began to play taps and 
the honor guard fired a rifle volley, Joe 
Johnson saluted his son for the last 
time as they laid him to rest. Justin 
was posthumously awarded a Purple 
Heart and a Bronze Star for his heroic 
service. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a proud Amer-
ican family giving all that they have to 
their country and more. Mr. and Mrs. 
Johnson are to be commended and hon-
ored for their sacrifice, and my 
thoughts and prayers remain with 
them as they endure this difficult time. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. CONYERS addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. FILNER addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I ask to 
take the time of the gentleman from 
California (Mr. FILNER). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
f 

CYPRUS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, 2 days 
from now the people of Cyprus will 
take a historical vote on the future of 
their country, voting on a referendum 
finalized several weeks ago by U.N. 
Secretary General Kofi Annan. 

Secretary General Annan has dedi-
cated a great deal of time over the past 
couple of years to finally resolving the 
30-year Cyprus problem. He has been 
extremely patient in dealing with the 
intransigence of Turkish-Cypriot lead-
er Rauf Denktash, intransigence that 
continues to this day. 

Having met with the Secretary Gen-
eral last month, I have no doubt that 
he understands the concerns of both 
the Greek Cypriots and the Turkish 
Cypriots; but unfortunately, his final 
plan unfairly benefits the Turkish side 
and does not achieve the goal of truly 
reunifying the island nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I have serious reserva-
tions about the final Annan plan be-
cause it forces the Cypriot people to 
put too much faith in the Turkish Gov-
ernment. When Cypriots go to the vot-
ing booth on the 24th, they are forced 
to take the Turkish Government at its 
word that the Turkish parliament will 
ratify the treaty. The Cypriots are 
forced to take the Turkish Government 
at its word that occupied land will be 
returned to its rightful owners 3 to 5 
years down the line, and the Cypriots 
are forced to believe that Turkey will 
remove its troops according to the 

timetable in the Annan plan and are 
forced to deal with the fact that Turk-
ish troops will remain in Cyprus for-
ever with Turkey having the unilateral 
right to intervene at any time. 

I am afraid, Mr. Speaker, the final 
Annan plan gives Turkey too much op-
portunity to either delay or not imple-
ment critical property and security 
issues in the years to come. 

When I met with the Secretary Gen-
eral, I strongly recommended that the 
U.N. maintain a presence on the island 
as long as the Turkish Army remains. 
The Secretary General assured me that 
U.N. forces would remain on Cyprus for 
a considerable amount of time, but his 
final plan allows Turkish troops to 
stay indefinitely without an inter-
national presence; and I find this sim-
ply unacceptable. I am extremely wor-
ried about the actions Turkish troops 
might take with the absence of a neu-
tral international presence to keep 
them in line. I am also concerned that 
Turkey will not abide by the final 
agreement and its troops will con-
tribute to further instability and inse-
curity. 

Over the next couple of weeks, the 
people of Cyprus will carefully analyze 
this plan and determine if it provides 
the best framework for the island na-
tion to enter the European Union 
united. This is their decision alone, and 
outside forces should not attempt to 
scare or threaten them into voting a 
certain way. Whatever the outcome, it 
is important the international commu-
nity and the United States honor that 
decision and work to ensure Cyprus’s 
future remains bright. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. JONES of North Carolina ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak out of 
turn. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from California? 

There was no objection. 
f 

SMART SECURITY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, over 700 

Americans have given their lives for 
the war in Iraq, a conflict with no end 
in sight. That number does not take 
into consideration the report the Pen-
tagon just released stating that over 
18,000, 18,000 soldiers have been evacu-
ated from Iraq for medical reasons, nor 
does it take into consideration the bil-
lions of dollars the United States has 
spent to date on this conflict or the 
international goodwill we are squan-
dering. 

We were told that this war was nec-
essary to keep us safe. We were told 
last November that by sending another 
$87 billion for military operations and 
reconstruction, on top of just a few 
months earlier $78 billion for the same 
purposes, that Iraq would be in better 
shape and that our soldiers across the 
world would have the support that they 
need. 

The fact is, even after Congress ap-
proved $155 billion in supplemental 
spending bills, Iraq is not in better 
shape; and many of our troops in Iraq 
still lack the equipment that is essen-
tial for their survival: body armor ca-
pable of stopping bullets; armor for 
tanks that will help prevent the de-
struction of U.S. military convoys; and 
the necessary water equipment to keep 
them hydrated in the desert heat. 

b 1715 

Under the Bush administration, the 
annual Pentagon budget has grown 
from $310 billion in fiscal year 2001 to 
$420 billion in fiscal year 2005, an in-
crease of 35 percent in just 4 years. At 
the same time the United States 
spends outrageous amounts of money 
on outdated weapon systems, Amer-
ica’s contribution to U.N. peacekeeping 
missions has suffered a 6.5 percent cut, 
despite the fact that several critical 
peacekeeping missions will be launched 
in the coming year. 

There has to be a better way, and 
there is, one that emphasizes brains in-
stead of brawn, and one that is con-
sistent with American values. I have 
introduced legislation to create a 
SMART security platform for the 21st 
century. SMART stands for sensible 
multilateral American response to ter-
rorism. 

We need to shift our budget priorities 
so that they reflect the true security 
needs of the American people instead 
of spending billions on new bunker- 
buster nuclear weapons and the Presi-
dent’s beloved missile defense system, 
which would not provide an effective 
defense against a full frontal missile 
attack in the first place. 

SMART security calls for stronger 
and smarter investments abroad in 
peacekeeping and conflict prevention 
programs and at home on homeland se-
curity and first responders. SMART se-
curity means creating a permanent 
postconflict unit that provides the first 
layer of reconstruction in countries 
that have been devastated by war and/ 
or by oppressed dictators, like Iraq and 
Afghanistan. And SMART would mean 

funding all Army peacekeeping units 
devoted to studying and preparing for 
future peacekeeping missions. SMART 
would develop a real strategy for en-
ergy independence because nothing 
threatens our national security more 
than our dependence on Middle Eastern 
oil. 

The Bush doctrine has been tried, 
and it has failed. It is time for a new 
national security strategy. SMART se-
curity defends America by relying on 
the very best of America, our commit-
ment to peace and freedom, our com-
passion for the people of the world, and 
our capacity for multilateral leader-
ship. 

SMART security is tough, pragmatic 
and patriotic. SMART security is 
smart, and it will keep America safe. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BURNS). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. NETHERCUTT) is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

(Mr. NETHERCUTT addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL AND 
REMEMBRANCE PROGRAM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am 
here on the floor to talk about an ex-
traordinary event that took place in 
our Nation’s Capital today and what it 
signifies to me. 

I attended the Holocaust Memorial 
and Remembrance Program that took 
place in the dome of the United States 
Capitol. I was struck by two different 
feelings as I sat there and I listened to 
one extraordinary remembrance and 
speech after another. The first was, of 
course, that feeling that always star-
tles me; that man’s inhumanity to man 
knows no bounds, and that a mere 60 
years ago 6 million Jews were 
exterminated throughout the world. 
Their only transgression was the fact 
that they were Jewish. 

I was also struck by the incredible 
fact that 60 years after this most hei-
nous episode in our civilized world’s 
history, that there we were, generation 
after generation after generation of 
survivors, those that survived, their 
children, their grandchildren, and their 
great-grandchildren, all gathered under 
the dome of the United States Capitol, 
the very seat of power, the most impor-
tant and strongest Nation in the world. 
And here we have a seat at the table 
where we are welcomed, where we are 
valued as citizens, and where we have 
an opportunity to participate in our 
government as we have never been able 
to participate before. Here we gather 
not only to remember those that lost 
their lives in the Holocaust, but to en-
sure that something that happened 60 
years ago could never ever happen 
again. 

I am second-generation American. 
My grandparents walked across Europe 
to come to this country. My mother’s 
side of the family comes from Sa-
lonika, Greece. Prior to World War II, 
prior to the Nazis, there were 80,000 
Jews in Salonika. By the time the 
Nazis finished, there were merely 1,000 
left. I am not presumptuous enough to 
think I would have been among the 
1,000 selected to live. 

On my father’s side, the Russia-Po-
land side, there were no towns, no 
Jews. Hundreds and hundreds of years 
of a rich culture and civilization oblit-
erated, exterminated in the course of 
the Second World War. 

When my grandparents came to this 
country, they could not speak the lan-
guage, they had no money, they had no 
skills, but they had a dream, and that 
dream was that their children and 
their children’s children would lead a 
better life here in the United States 
than they had where they came from. 
My grandparents, who could not speak 
English, have a granddaughter who 
serves in the United States House of 
Representatives. It does not get better 
than that. 

Last year, I had an opportunity to go 
back to Greece, back to Salonika to 
meet with the 1,000 Jews that survived 
and their children and grandchildren. I 
was there to help rededicate the Holo-
caust memorial, and I remember stand-
ing there in a beautiful plaza with 
Greek Orthodox and Jewish Greeks 
knowing that if my grandparents had 
not gotten out when they did, that me-
morial would have been to them, and I 
would not exist. 

So for those who organized this ex-
traordinary day of remembrance, to all 
those that spoke, to everybody that 
participated, and to all our fellow 
countrymen, let me give you a hearty 
and heartfelt thank you for giving me 
the opportunity I have to live in this 
incredible country, but also tasking me 
with a responsibility that future gen-
erations of our world citizens will 
never, never have to go through what 
this world went through 60 years ago. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. SMITH) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. SMITH of Washington addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. CUMMINGS addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. INSLEE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. INSLEE addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

EARTH DAY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
minority leader. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, it 
is an honor to be here this evening on 
the 34th anniversary of Earth Day. 
Now, the pollsters tell us that the envi-
ronment may not be the very first 
thing that springs to people’s minds 
when asked about the most important 
issues of the day, but we find that when 
you probe just a little bit, it is clear 
that that really does not give the 
whole picture, because the environ-
ment is more than just an issue, it is 
an umbrella, it is an overview, it is a 
prism through which Americans see 
the things that touch their lives most 
intimately. 

When you get those Americans start-
ing to talk about what matters to 
them most, we hear things like clean 
air and clean water, a secure energy fu-
ture, a quality of life for their families. 
In dealing with the children, one in 
four admissions, we know in urban 
areas, are for children with respiratory 
problems to emergency rooms. When 
you start Americans down that path, 
they do not stop talking about it. 

If we look at the hundreds of millions 
of dollars that State and local commu-
nities have voted to increase their 
money spent on water quality and open 
space, in community after community 
we see demonstrated concern and ac-
tion at the local level. 

One of the things that characterized 
the first Earth Day and the activities 
that followed it was a bipartisan spirit 
of commitment to improving environ-
mental quality overall and in very spe-
cific terms in communities across the 
country. 

I am proud to spring from an Oregon 
tradition that was decidedly bipartisan 
and environmental. My first govern-
mental position was an appointment by 
then-Governor Tom McCall, a leg-
endary Republican in our State, to the 
Livable Oregon Committee. I was privi-
leged to serve in the Oregon Legisla-
ture a third of a century ago when we 
enacted the first comprehensive land 
use planning legislation of any State in 
the Union, and it was the product of bi-
partisan leadership and concern. On 
the Federal level, the Clean Air Act 
and the Clean Water Act were enacted 
during Republican administrations 
with bipartisan leadership. 

Unfortunately for our success in pro-
tecting the environment, on this Earth 
Day we are seeing that the bipartisan 
tradition of environmental leadership 

is being abandoned for short-term po-
litical advantage catering to powerful 
special interests. We can take, for ex-
ample, the sad saga of President Bush’s 
efforts to weaken the Clean Air Act, 
documented in a fascinating article in 
The New York Times Magazine 3 weeks 
ago. 

But it is something that Members of 
this Congress are familiar with, as we 
have struggled with this administra-
tion under the New Source Review Pro-
gram, which was requiring old power 
plants to install pollution controls. In-
stead, this administration has radi-
cally transformed the Nation’s Clean 
Air Act quietly, trying to do it under 
the radar screen by way of regulatory 
changes and bureaucratic detectives. 
And now, older polluting power plants 
that should have been cleaned up dec-
ades ago have been given essentially a 
free pass, allowed to continue to spew 
forth harmful pollution and global- 
warming gases into the air. 

Mr. Speaker, it is frustrating to the 
extreme to see what is happening in 
terms of global climate change. The 
administration has been challenged 
just 2 weeks ago by the Union of Con-
cerned Scientists, a group of 60 sci-
entists, including 20 Nobel laureates, 
who are concerned about how this ad-
ministration is turning science on its 
head, shifting, changing, and obscur-
ing, when, in fact, the role of science 
should be one that is a constructive 
one to help us promote environmental 
protection. 

We are seeing at this point the situa-
tion where these environmental 
threats are increasing on the global 
scale, in terms of global climate 
change, global warming. We have a 
generation of Americans today who 
may be the first generation where 
there will be no glaciers in Glacier 
Park, and who may witness the eradi-
cation of polar bears in their natural 
habitat. 

But it is not an obscure activity that 
is going to occur in remote reaches of 
wilderness or in the Arctic netherland. 
No American is immune to the deadly 
consequences of the actions of the last 
100 years of assaulting our environ-
ment and our government’s inaction in 
some of the simplest common-sense 
steps. 

b 1730 
No one in America will be immune 

from global warming. It is not just the 
disappearance of permafrost in areas of 
the Arctic tundra, the buckling of 
roads and the erosion of coastline we 
are seeing in our 49th State, it is the 
increasing temperatures, rising ocean 
levels, extreme weather events, and 
storm surges in coastal areas put all 
Americans at risk. 

We are a rich country, and much of 
our territory is in temperate areas. 
Imagine what will happen in poor coun-
tries around the world already prone to 
drought, or to tens of millions of poor 
people in Bangladesh that will be 
threatened with drowning by rising sea 
levels and storm surges. 

But there is good news for us to con-
sider on this Earth Day, and a growing 
consensus of Americans across the 
country, contrary to the approaches of 
this administration. They want us to 
take simple, common-sense steps today 
to clean up the air, slow global warm-
ing and protect our public lands. One 
simple step is simply to keep in place 
the Clean Air Act and Clean Water Act 
and other landmark legislation. We 
have hundreds of Federal rules, regula-
tions and efforts at rollback that dem-
onstrate that we are actually having 
initiatives by the leadership in this 
Congress and by the administration for 
environmental activities that, rather 
than making the air cleaner, the water 
more pure, will actually put us at risk. 

Today we need to stick to some of 
the fundamental underlying environ-
mental legislation we have got. It will 
be a cleaner America, a healthier envi-
ronment than if we were to follow some 
of the so-called reforms of this admin-
istration. 

Another critical step is to reduce our 
dependence on fossil fuels. The reality 
is now that our best estimates are that 
U.S. production of oil is going to peak 
in 2008, and there will be a decline of 18 
percent over 20 years. It is not hap-
pening because of environmental pro-
tections, it is because we simply do not 
have enough oil. However, according to 
the Energy Information Agency, we are 
going to be skyrocketing in terms of 
demand, over 40 percent in the next 20 
years, which will increase our demand 
on foreign oil. Under the current situa-
tion, placing our reliance on unstable 
areas is simply not a good strategic un-
dertaking. 

I am pleased that the likely stand-
ard-bearer for our party, Senator JOHN 
KERRY, has put on the table a wide 
range of environmental initiatives, in-
cluding fuel efficiency for automobiles, 
one that could be good for the Amer-
ican consumer, for the environment, 
and indeed for our auto industry. 

Right now there are three alter-
natives for the American consumers 
who want hybrid vehicles, but they are, 
sadly, all Japanese. General Motors has 
announced it is bringing pickups on the 
market that will improve gas mileage, 
but that is the tip of the iceberg. There 
is far more we can do. 

I am pleased that I have been joined 
by a number of colleagues here who 
have ideas to lend to this discussion 
this afternoon, but I want to just put 
on the table the notion that the most 
important thing the Federal Govern-
ment can do for new initiatives is to 
model the behavior it expects of other 
Americans. If the Federal Government 
would simply clean up after itself, es-
tablish high standards for the hundreds 
of millions of square feet it has in of-
fices, the tens of millions of acres that 
it manages, its vast enterprises, it 
could have a transformational effect. 
There are opportunities to discuss this 
further, but I want to turn to some of 
my colleagues that are here. 
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I note I have been joined by the gen-

tlewoman from the District of Colum-
bia (Ms. NORTON), who is charged with 
one of the most difficult tasks in Con-
gress, and that is providing a represen-
tation for the people in the District of 
Columbia, who, although they are 
taxed, although they are under the 
control of the Federal Government 
more than citizens of any State in the 
Union, they have not been graced with 
the opportunity of a voting Member of 
Congress. I must say it is astounding 
the work that the gentlewoman from 
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) 
does in terms of providing leadership 
on a wide variety of areas, and not the 
least of which has to do with the envi-
ronment. 

I have visited with the gentlewoman 
in areas around American University 
where we are still struggling 85 years 
after World War I with the consequence 
of failing to clean up after ourselves 
with the chemical weapons that were 
tested inside the District of Columbia. 
The gentlewoman is fighting for a wide 
variety of interests. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) to discuss the impacts 
that she is facing in the District of Co-
lumbia and some of the noteworthy ef-
forts she is leading. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER) for his many interests 
here, in his district, and throughout 
the Nation. The fact is that people in 
the District are living with the after-
math of munitions that were buried 
after World War I, which is not very 
pleasant, particularly when they pay 
some of the highest taxes in the United 
States. I agree with the gentleman 
that if the Federal Government would 
simply set an example by cleaning up 
after itself, more of the rest of America 
would be likely to follow. 

One example I have been able to get 
into a recent bill which has passed the 
House is for the Federal Government to 
use solar energy in its own buildings. 
There is $60 million for 5 years for that 
to occur. 

I also see that the gentleman from 
Oregon has a bike pin in his lapel, and 
I must state what a wonderful steward 
of the environment the gentleman has 
been, how much his leadership is appre-
ciated there, not only with his signa-
ture issue, livability, but the gentle-
man’s across-the-board leadership on 
environmental issues. It stands to rea-
son that the gentleman from Oregon 
would be leading this Special Order 
today. 

This is Earth Day, and we come to 
the floor today, as many of us do on 
many other occasions. It may be Earth 
Day, but part of talking about the 
Earth is talking about water, so I want 
to talk about the Safe Drinking Act 
and the Clean Water Act at a time 
when Members may be imbibing lead as 
they drink the water at their work-
place, the Congress of the United 
States. The water that we drink, and 

we are served water where we eat, 
when we go into committee, there is al-
ways water there, and we drink some of 
that, that water comes right out of the 
faucet, and we have to think about 
what that means. If it were only a Dis-
trict of Columbia matter, I would not 
be raising it on Earth Day, but the 
Safe Drinking Water Act is being vio-
lated all across the United States. I 
want to alert Members on this Earth 
Day to what it seems to me each of us 
should be doing to ensure that we have 
safe drinking water. 

One of the great dividing lines be-
tween developing and advanced soci-
eties is safe drinking water. When you 
come to the District of Columbia, you 
should not have to ask: Is the water 
safe to drink here? I suggest anyone 
who comes in fact asks that question, 
and that is a question that needs to be 
asked in your own jurisdiction as well 
when you consider what has happened 
to the District of Columbia and what it 
has exposed about safe drinking water. 

I am not sure what side our country 
is on when it comes to the dividing line 
between countries with safe drinking 
water and countries without, but it was 
surely a wake-up call when we learned 
that there was lead in the water of the 
Nation’s Capital. 

The reason this is a matter of na-
tional concern is because two Federal 
agencies control the water here. The 
Environmental Protection Agency does 
the same for the District of Columbia 
as it does for the Nation. If we want to 
talk about stewards of the environ-
ment, the Environmental Protection 
Agency would not be included there. Of 
course, it does double duty here since 
it acts as our State EPA as well as the 
watchdog Federal EPA. 

It gets worse. The water here is puri-
fied by the Washington Aqueduct. That 
is run by the Corps of Engineers, and 
that is because they built it more than 
100 years ago. We have learned that the 
Environmental Protection Agency 
signed off on public notice that there 
was lead in the water a year after it 
was found, and so buried so nobody 
knew about it or could have discovered 
it. Can Members imagine how many 
pregnant women and small children at 
developmental ages have been drinking 
that water without knowing it? That is 
the kind of environmental crime that 
the Safe Drinking Water Act was 
passed to avoid. 

The EPA signed off on the public no-
tice, or I should say the lack of public 
notice; but the problems are more fun-
damental. The problems are with the 
very basics themselves. All of the regu-
lations that the EPA has us living 
under, any good on this Earth Day we 
should ask ourselves, and does the EPA 
enforce them? On the basic science, we 
do not know how much lead is harmful 
or not. Why are we this long in finding 
out? We know how much is harmful for 
young children, but public health offi-
cials tell us that lead is harmful for 
people as old as you and me, Mr. 
Speaker, but we do not know what the 

amount is, and nobody has funded the 
science to find out. 

When it comes to enforcement, what 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
tells us is they should test for lead, and 
if they find lead, they keep testing. So 
what they do is they keep testing until 
they dilute the findings, and then they 
do not have to clean up the water at 
all. This is a public health catastrophe. 
Every jurisdiction is supposed to be 
doing this. WASA kept testing, hoping 
to dilute the results it found so as not 
to have to remove lead pipes. It back-
fired on WASA because it found more, 
not less, lead. 

We are living with bad science, wrong 
assumptions. Even in the 19th century 
when the service pipes in the District 
of Columbia were built with lead, there 
was an outcry that it was unsafe to use 
lead service lines. That is more than 
100 years ago. They knew that. That is 
what we have today. 

So we are told when you do find that 
there is lead in the water, you have to 
do partial replacement; that is to say 
replacement of the lead service lines in 
the public part of the area. We learned 
in hearings if you do this partial re-
placement, and the line on private 
property is left there, it can be worse 
because apparently the partial replace-
ment acts as a battery to whatever re-
maining lead is there, and the problem 
worsens. 

They switched chemicals from chlo-
rine to chloramine. We think that may 
have caused the corroding of lead into 
the water. Now, when we see problems 
like that, the people who purify the 
water may have made it worse by 
switching chemicals because they did 
not do the right tests, and the Environ-
mental Protection Agency does not 
begin to know how much lead is bad or 
good and lets you keep testing until 
you do not have to, in fact, remove 
lead lines at all. I suggest that on this 
Earth Day we go back to basics when it 
comes to safe drinking water and start 
all over again and rebuild the regu-
latory basis of the Safe Drinking Water 
Act. 

Finally, let me say the Clean Water 
Act is another great achievement of 
this Congress. More than 30 years ago 
we cleaned up the Potomac, but there 
is another river that lies within 2,000 
yards of the Capitol dome, the Ana-
costia River, which is utterly polluted. 
Some of that pollution comes from the 
fact that there was a naval gun fac-
tory; but today, more of it comes from 
underground sewage and storm water 
conveyance systems that are over 100 
years old. I am trying to have that 
fixed. It will cost $1 billion, but if we 
get $100 million every year, we will 
clean up the Anacostia River, we will 
do a lot for the Chesapeake Bay, and do 
a lot for the drinking water here in 
this area. 

I am very pleased to name the co-
sponsors of this bill in this region. The 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN), 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
WYNN), the gentleman from Maryland 
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(Mr. VAN HOLLEN), the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. HOYER), the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. TOM DAVIS), and 
others from this region are coming on, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
FATTAH), for example. Virtually all of 
the Senators from this region are on 
this bill. It is time we stepped up and 
did for the Anacostia River what we 
did for the Potomac River 30 years ago. 

b 1745 

I appreciate the time the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) has 
given me to discuss water on this 
Earth Day, for it reminds us that Earth 
Day is about the entire environment. 
And when we say the Earth, we mean 
the Earth, we mean the water, and we 
mean the air. I thank him very much 
for his leadership once again. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for her com-
ments and for her leadership. I hope 
that I will see the time here in Con-
gress where the Anacostia becomes a 
model for the country in the backyard 
of Congress about how to do it right 
after, as she says, decades of abuse. 

I yield to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. GRIJALVA), who has been one 
of the most forceful voices in his short 
time in Congress for speaking out for 
the preservation of the environment, 
somebody who is deeply concerned and 
has focused in on what is happening 
with the rollbacks and somebody who 
comes from a State that is facing some 
of the most unique environmental chal-
lenges that he has been a leader in long 
before he came to Congress. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman very much for yielding. 
I appreciate the opportunity. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today on this 
Earth Day to comment that while our 
Nation is distracted by war and ter-
rorism, the Bush administration has 
systematically and methodically been 
dismantling our most fundamental 
public health laws such as the Clean 
Air Act and the Clean Water Act; but 
the people of America and in my com-
munity, in addition to wanting peace 
and security in the world, also want a 
clean and healthy environment for 
themselves and for their children to 
live in. 

On this Earth Day we state clearly, 
and I want to repeat, we state clearly 
that Americans want and deserve clean 
air to breathe, clean water to drink, 
and natural places to experience. We 
want our most special lands like our 
national parks to be cared for so they 
can be enjoyed by future generations as 
we do today. 

But the test results are in, and it is 
official. The George W. Bush Presi-
dency is the worst environmental Pres-
idency in the history of this country. 
From our urban areas to our national 
forests, the Bush administration is sac-
rificing our health, our environment 
for the benefit of corporations. Com-
munities of color continue to suffer 
disproportionately from Bush’s policy 
to lower air and water quality stand-

ards and to gut funding for Super Fund 
cleanup programs, which impact com-
munities across this country. 

Our constituents are eating mercury- 
tainted fish, drinking lead-tainted 
water, living near toxic contamination 
sites. Our national parks are deterio-
rating. Our national forests and public 
lands are being opened up for polluting 
uses like oil and gas development, min-
ing, and logging. Meanwhile, the ad-
ministration disputes that global 
warming exists and refuses to take 
steps to address this growing and im-
minent threat. 

This administration is, to say the 
least, industry-friendly. But we also 
want one that is Earth friendly. We do 
not have to sacrifice our economic fu-
ture for a healthy environment. We can 
have both a healthy economy and a 
healthy environment. 

We Democrats in Congress are fight-
ing for our environment. My colleagues 
have fought to keep oil drilling out of 
the Arctic, to ensure that polluters 
clean up their messes, to prevent our 
forests from being clear cut for profit, 
to keep our air and water clean. We 
have called for comprehensive and sen-
sible energy policy that does not re-
ward the polluting industries with 
massive subsidies, but enhances oppor-
tunities for renewable energy sources. 

As we reflect on the Earth’s environ-
ment on Earth Day, let us not forget 
that we have only one Earth to live on. 
Let us keep our environment and our 
families healthy by fighting for the 
protection of our air, water, and land. 
America’s environmental laws have 
succeeded in improving people’s health 
and lives. Let us continue that legacy 
by protecting what we have gained and 
enhancing what we still need to gain. 

On this Earth Day, at stake for all 
Americans is the very essence of what 
makes us unique as a country and as a 
people: our land, our people, and our 
public places. At stake is our public 
health. At stake is the protection of 
our natural resources. At stake is a 
legacy that we all share in, a shared 
legacy and responsibility about pro-
tecting our environment and pro-
tecting the health of our people. 

The record of the Bush administra-
tion on rollbacks of protections and 
giveaways to special interests is a de-
struction of that very essence and that 
legacy. I think the people of America 
deserve much more. They deserve a 
country that values its people, protects 
its environment, and assures that we 
protect the very essence of what makes 
us different as a country. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. GRIJALVA) for his statement, and I 
appreciate his eloquence in terms of 
looking at the big picture and the im-
pacts that people are facing. 

The gentleman from New Mexico (Mr. 
UDALL), his fellow Southwestern col-
league, has himself a rich family tradi-
tion dealing with these issues and con-
tinues that on the Committee on Re-
sources today and being a vigilant 

spokesperson on a wide range of envi-
ronmental issues. 

I yield to the gentleman from New 
Mexico if he has some comments to 
share with us this evening. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my good friend from 
Oregon for yielding, and I thank him 
for leading this Special Order. I would 
like to say that his leadership in this 
Congress has been exceptional when it 
comes not only to sustainable commu-
nities and making sure we build up the 
quality of life in our communities but 
it is also, as we see by the bicycle on 
his lapel, a good solid balanced ap-
proach to transportation and transpor-
tation systems and realizing that bicy-
cles and modes of transportation other 
than automobile traffic are very im-
portant to our communities. I thank 
him for that and thank him for his 
leadership. 

In hopes of keeping our public lands 
as beautiful and as productive as pos-
sible, I would like to offer a few 
thoughts concerning recent changes to 
our National Forest Management poli-
cies. National Forest Management 
plans were first conceived by Gifford 
Pinchot, the first United States chief 
of the Forest Service. He was a Repub-
lican like the President at the time, 
Teddy Roosevelt, who thought that we 
should organize the country’s forests 
into a National Forest System that we 
now know today as our vast system of 
national forests. 

Pinchot was initially led by the utili-
tarian philosophy as of ‘‘the greatest 
good for the greatest number.’’ In guid-
ing the management of the national 
forests, he later appended to that 
statement ‘‘in the long run’’: ‘‘The 
greatest good for the greatest number 
in the long run.’’ Because he recognized 
that forest management consists of 
long-term decisions in protecting the 
resources. 

By the end of 1910, at the end of Pin-
chot’s term, there were 150 national 
forests covering 170 million acres of 
land. And he wrote about the U.S. For-
est Service and what he was trying to 
do, and he said ‘‘not a single acre of the 
government, State, or private 
timberland was under systematic for-
est management anywhere on this 
most richly timbered of all continents 
. . . When the Gay Nineties began, the 
common word for our forests was ‘inex-
haustible.’ To waste timber was a vir-
tue, not a crime. There would always 
be plenty of timber . . . The lumber-
men . . . regarded forest devastation as 
normal and second growth as the delu-
sion of fools . . . And as for sustained 
yield, no such idea had ever entered 
their heads.’’ 

He went on to say: ‘‘Without natural 
resources,’’ and this was when he was 
really talking about his idea of con-
servation and good stewardship, ‘‘life 
itself is impossible. From birth to 
death, natural resources, transformed 
for human use, feed, clothe, shelter, 
and transport us. Upon them we depend 
for every material necessity, comfort, 
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convenience, and protection in our 
lives. Without abundant resources 
prosperity is out of reach.’’ 

Such was the philosophy that guided 
the management of our national for-
ests at the beginning of the 20th cen-
tury. 

The beginning of the 21st century is a 
far different story altogether. Repub-
licans are still in control, but they 
have abandoned bipartisanship, wise 
stewardship. Under the warm and fuzzy 
name ‘‘The Healthy Forests Initia-
tive,’’ the Bush administration is pro-
posing an agenda that includes sweep-
ing changes to the management of our 
National Forests, cutting people out of 
the process of participating and com-
menting on forest plans. The first as-
sault came only weeks after the Bush 
administration took office when they 
chose to put on hold all the proposed 
regulations that had been developed by 
the previous administration. Those 
regulations were the results of years of 
efforts by an independent committee of 
scientists. Those new regulations were 
science- and ecosystem-based. They re-
flected the state-of-the-art knowledge 
concerning the management of natural 
resources. 

One of the first things President 
Bush’s new Assistant Secretary for 
Forests, Mark Rey, did was scrap all of 
these science-based, commonsense reg-
ulations. And in place of the science- 
based regulations encouraging con-
servation and protections, the new ad-
ministration proposed regulations that 
reflect a wish list of the timber indus-
try. Instead of ‘‘the greatest good for 
the greatest number in the long run,’’ 
the philosophy of this administration 
appears to be ‘‘the greatest good for 
the special interests in the quickest 
time,’’ using our forests for a few 
wealthy individuals. 

We have been expecting these new 
regulations for a while, but now it 
seems the administration might be 
holding back, afraid to show their 
cards in an election year. They know 
the American people will not stand for 
a President who time and again sells 
off our public lands, our public trust, 
to the highest bidder. 

The administration has succeeded in 
passing a law, the Healthy Forests Res-
toration Act, which has begun to cod-
ify some of their plans to sell, no, let 
me make that give away, our National 
Forests to the timber industry. 

Other sections of the act give timber 
companies the right to log big trees 
from the backcountry. Taxpayer dol-
lars are going to be used to build roads 
that will take these timber industries 
into the backcountry, to take trees 
that pose no fire risk to people, all 
under the umbrella of this reckless 
piece of legislation. 

Healthy forests under this adminis-
tration means healthy bank accounts 
for a fortunate few and barren hillsides 
for Americans and for the plants and 
animals and human beings that depend 
on truly healthy forests. 

On Earth Day we would do ourselves 
the biggest favor by looking back 100 

years and remembering the guiding 
philosophy of our country’s first for-
ester, ‘‘the greatest good for the great-
est number in the long run.’’ 

And I would suggest that Gifford Pin-
chot, our first forester, and Teddy Roo-
sevelt would say to the Republicans, 
Why have you abandoned the time- 
tested bipartisan solutions? 

And with that I say once again to the 
gentleman from Oregon that he has 
been a great leader on these environ-
mental issues, and I hope that we can 
continue to carry on these discussions 
and let the American people know that 
there are very important issues at 
stake on this Earth Day. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for his statement. 
We were just last night at the National 
Parks Conservation Association awards 
dinner, and we were reminded how 
these issues do not have partisan 
boundaries that are required, that it 
unites us as a country, that it spoke to 
opportunities that were different, 
hearkening back to the context that he 
offered up. 

I am hopeful that we can embrace the 
spirit of the history that he has given 
us that will help guide and inform 
some of our decisions here, and I appre-
ciate his leadership in trying to make 
that happen. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
think it is appropriate, as we are refer-
ring to some history, we are joined by 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
KIND), someone I have been privileged 
to work with on issues dealing with 
water resources, the reform of some of 
the opportunities for the Corps of Engi-
neers and how Congress works with the 
Corps of Engineers; and I note not only 
is he a leader in issues that deal with 
environment and uniting sports people 
of varied interests of his State but I 
think appropriate the legacy of that 
marvelous State of Wisconsin, and 34 
years ago it was Senator Gaylord Nel-
son who helped launch us on this path. 

b 1800 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
for observations he might make that 
will help us focus on what we are cele-
brating here today. 

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
friend and colleague from Oregon for, 
first of all, taking time this evening for 
this Special Order to commemorate the 
34th anniversary of Earth Day, and for 
the leadership he has shown on a vari-
ety of conservation and environmental 
measures that we have a chance to 
work on in the United States Congress. 

But I want to take a moment to pay 
a special tribute and give special 
thanks to a terrific statesman, a 
former Governor and former United 
States Senator from the great State of 
Wisconsin, the father of Earth Day, 
Senator Gaylord Nelson. 

It was his vision that led to the first 
Earth Day in our country over 34 years 
ago. During his maiden speech in the 

United States Senate, he came out 
with 11 specific proposals on policy 
changes that we needed to pursue as a 
Nation in order to enhance the protec-
tion and the quality of our environ-
ment and our natural resources. 

He was one of the first public offi-
cials that recognized that economic 
growth and development could go hand 
in hand with the protection of our nat-
ural resources and the protection of 
our environment; that they did not 
have to be mutually exclusive. 

But he also recognized that public 
opinion was way ahead of public offi-
cials in this area; that it was the pol-
icymakers that needed to catch up 
with where the American people were; 
and recognizing the value of doing a 
better job, of being the stewards of our 
lands and our water and our air that we 
breathe, the environment in which we 
raise our children; and it is to him we 
owe a debt of gratitude that can never 
be repaid. 

This is a person who today if you 
talked to him, and he is still very ac-
tive in the environmental field, work-
ing at the Wilderness Society here in 
Washington, delivering countless 
speeches every year, traveling exten-
sively throughout the United States 
and parts of the world, who would prob-
ably be a little surprised to realize that 
last year, during the 33rd anniversary 
of Earth Day, there were hundreds of 
millions of people in over 180 countries 
all joining together to celebrate Earth 
Day, something that he gave birth to. 

He is also someone that recognizes 
that there is still so much more work 
that needs to be done. He has been in-
valuable to me personally with the 
conversations that I have had, the 
privilege of going to him for advice, 
whether it is on work and how better 
to preserve and protect the Mississippi 
River Basin, what we can do to guard 
against the global warming phe-
nomena, which generations, unfortu-
nately, will have to wrestle with today, 
and the unfinished business he left 
when he left the United States Senate 
many years ago, which is our calling 
today. 

There was a very good biography 
written about Senator Gaylord Nelson 
by a very talented former journalist 
and writer in Wisconsin, Bill 
Christopherson, entitled The Man 
From Clear Lake. That is the small 
town in which Gaylord Nelson was born 
and raised in. It is in northwestern 
Wisconsin, and it is small-town Amer-
ica. It is not too far from my wife’s 
small town of Cumberland, where she 
was born and raised. 

But Gaylord Nelson is living testi-
mony to the idea that one person with 
a great idea can have a profound 
change in the direction of our Nation 
and of the world. It was that idea of 
what we needed to do in working to-
gether, those of us in decision-making 
positions, but also all of us as citizens 
of this planet of ours, what we can do 
working together to better preserve 
and protect the natural resources so we 
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leave a better legacy for our children 
to inherit. 

I come from a State with a very 
proud legacy of giants, like Gaylord 
Nelson, like Bill Proxmire, like Fight-
ing Bob LaFollette, that gave birth to 
the progressive tradition in this coun-
try. But there is no one who I have 
idolized with greater esteem or have 
greater admiration for than that man 
from the small town of Clear Lake, 
Wisconsin, Gaylord Nelson, and the 
idea that he gave the Nation and the 
world 34 years ago today in envisioning 
the need for Earth Day celebrations, 
and the constant reminder to us that 
there is so much that we need to do to 
protect our environment, especially 
during challenging days like today 
when, unfortunately, there is an ad-
ministration in power that seems quick 
to roll back much of the progress and 
much of the achievement that has been 
made over the last few decades, rolling 
back provisions of the Clean Air and 
Clean Water Acts; releasing those 5 
p.m. press releases from the Environ-
mental Protection Agency on Friday 
afternoons when they think no one is 
paying attention or when people are 
starting their weekends or going to 
their Friday night dinners or whatever. 

But it is up to us to shed light on 
what is taking place, and it is up to us 
to try to foster the bipartisan atmos-
phere in which we have to work in 
order to make great strides in this 
area. 

So, again, I thank my colleague from 
Oregon for yielding me some time on 
this very special day and for the oppor-
tunity to pay tribute to a very special 
American, a great citizen, former Sen-
ator Gaylord Nelson. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. We appreciate 
your hard work and leadership in put-
ting this spotlight on Senator Nelson. 

We have been joined by the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN), who I 
note, no small note of irony, the Presi-
dent was celebrating Earth Day at a lo-
cation that the gentleman and I have 
visited in the past in Wells, Maine, as 
we have been doing work environ-
mentally. I did not know if the gen-
tleman had any thoughts or observa-
tions based on that experience today in 
his district. 

I would be pleased to yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding and for his 
leadership. It is true, the President is 
today visiting the Wells National Estu-
arine Research Reserve up at the 
Laudholm Farms. The gentleman and I 
went there 2 years ago. We also went 
up a mountain nearby that is part of a 
project that people are trying to save 
some land. 

Though we appreciate the President 
coming to Maine on Earth Day, it real-
ly cannot hide the fact that his record 
on the environment is one of probably 
the worst records of any President in 
my lifetime. 

Let me give a few examples. He went 
today to the Wells National Estuarine 

Research Reserve. It is very clear when 
you look at the budget that the Presi-
dent has proposed, in light of the need 
for more research funds for marine-re-
lated research, he came because his 
budget proposes to increase funding for 
this tiny $16 million National Estua-
rine Research System by 3 percent. 
That is a 3 percent increase. So, this 
small program gets a reasonable in-
crease, but it is the exception. 

The reserve system is an important 
part of NOAA’s Ocean and Coastal 
Management Program, which President 
Bush proposes to cut by 20 percent. The 
National Ocean Service is cut a whop-
ping 35 percent. NOAA itself receives 
an overall 8 percent reduction. 

The President proposes to reduce the 
budget of the EPA, the Fish and Wild-
life Service and the U.S. Forest Serv-
ice. He proposes to seriously underfund 
the National Park Service. He proposes 
to slash the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund that purchases Federal land 
for facilities like the Rachel Carson 
National Wildlife Refuge. As a result of 
Land and Water Conservation Fund 
cuts, the Fish and Wildlife Service re-
ceived only $10 million this year for 
lands nationwide. 

Maine, on the other hand, is invest-
ing more, renewing its commitment to 
bond funding for what we call the Land 
for Maine’s Future Program. 

A couple of other points. Mercury 
contamination is now a huge issue in 
this country. The EPA recently an-
nounced that twice the number of in-
fants are born with high levels of mer-
cury in their blood than they thought 
before. Now, 600,000 infants are born 
each year. The Maine Bureau of Health 
has a warning, and it reads as follows: 
‘‘Pregnant and nursing women, women 
who may get pregnant, and children 
under 8 should not eat any freshwater 
fish from Maine’s inland waters.’’ 

We have gone about the process of re-
stricting emissions from our waste in-
cinerators, and yet coal-fired power 
plants from across the country still 
emit 48 tons of mercury every year. It 
gets up in the air, it runs with the wind 
west to east, it comes down in the rain, 
it pollutes our waterways, it gets into 
our fish and is consumed by human 
beings. 

But what is the President’s record on 
mercury? He has delayed full mercury 
regulation from 2008 to 2030, submit-
ting another generation of Maine chil-
dren and children around the country 
to fish they cannot safely consume. We 
believe that what he has done is illegal 
under the Clean Air Act. 

Really, Maine has taken the opposite 
approach, trying to regulate every-
thing we can with respect to the mer-
cury emissions that are within our con-
trol. It is just another contrast. 

I happen to feel he came to Maine be-
cause Maine has a record as an envi-
ronmentally-conscious State. But it 
takes more than a visit to my State to 
make you an environmentalist. 

I will mention two other things 
quickly. Ozone pollution, Wells, Maine, 

where the President visited today has 
just been found to be out of compliance 
with the 8-hour ozone health-based 
standards under the Clean Air Act. Let 
me tell you, Wells, Maine, is not pol-
luting the air. There is not enough 
manufacturing activity going on in 
Wells to pollute Wells or any sur-
rounding communities. This is pollu-
tion that comes to our State from out-
side. 

The President’s action in this regard 
with respect to ozone pollution has 
been to undermine the New Source Re-
view court cases filed by the Clinton 
administration that would have led to 
the most significant reduction in air 
pollution in recent memory, and he has 
issued new New Source Review rules 
that allow the dirtiest power plants in 
the country to continue to pollute, 
even when they expand their capacity 
to produce electricity. 

I have always said he has what he 
calls his Clear Skies legislation, and if 
I have ever heard of legislation that is 
a triumph of marketing over sub-
stance, it is Clear Skies, because it 
does not clear the skies, it clouds 
them. It would not be as effective as 
the enforcement of existing law. 

Finally, climate change. Here is an 
issue, the President made a promise in 
the campaign. He walked away from it 
right after he was elected. In Wells, 
Maine, this estuarine area, this is the 
kind of area that is at risk from cli-
mate change and rising seas. It seems 
to me once again the rest of the world 
is concerned about this issue. The 
science is clear. The President denies 
the science and simply refuses to deal 
with one of the growing and poten-
tially horrendous environmental chal-
lenges that lie in front of us. 

There is a better way. We can work 
together based on sound science with a 
commitment to improving the quality 
of our air and water for ourselves and 
our children for years to come. This ad-
ministration will not do that, but I 
know others will. 

I thank the gentleman for giving me 
this time. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate the 
gentleman’s illustrations. We were on 
this floor earlier this week talking 
about the long-term budget implica-
tions which will guarantee that these 
unfortunate, ill-advised and unaccept-
able cuts are the tip of the iceberg, and 
we are going to be looking at that for 
years to come unless we change the 
priorities of the administration or un-
less we change the administration. 

We are reaching a conclusion here. 
We have three more of my colleagues. I 
think we have at least 4 minutes each 
for them. I will not take more of my 
time. 

But I would turn, if I could, to my 
friend from California (Mr. FARR), who 
is here not just on Earth Day, but this 
week as a spokesman and a champion 
for ocean health and environment. It is 
a great juxtaposition, and I am happy 
to yield time for him to make some 
comments that would be appropriate. 
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Mr. FARR. Thank you very much, 

my distinguished colleague from Port-
land, Oregon. I think but for your per-
sonal involvement in changing a city, 
we would not see the cities of America 
be as beautiful as Portland, Oregon, 
one of the most beautiful places to live 
now, and certainly the transportation 
system that the gentleman created 
there is the model for the country. 

I am proud to be here on this 34th an-
niversary of Earth Day with all my col-
leagues. As I heard the people before 
me, I could not help but think that 
some of my colleagues will someday be 
future U.S. Senators, Governors and 
members of the Cabinet. With what 
they have said, it is obvious that their 
hearts and minds are in the right place. 

I have a long statement, and I will 
submit it for the RECORD. I just wanted 
to say that today we launched, and this 
week, essentially a focus on how we 
should upgrade the oceans in America. 
We have ignored them. We paid atten-
tion to clean air, clean water, and we 
have 10 different agencies, departments 
in the Federal Government, hundreds 
of laws, and the right hand does not 
know what the left hand is doing. 

We have had a private sector report 
by the Pew Commission, a public sec-
tor report that we in Congress author-
ized, the U.S. Oceans Commission. 
They made the report back to Congress 
on Tuesday of this week. Now it is our 
responsibility, the legislative branch of 
government, to come up with a new or-
ganization, new laws, that will essen-
tially focus on the ocean. In essence, to 
put it in perspective, more than 1,500 
people have successfully climbed 
Mount Everest; more than 300 people 
have journeyed into space; 12 people 
walked on the moon; but only 2 people 
have ever descended to the bottom of 
the ocean and returned. 

b 1815 
They are about that. I mean, we just 

do not know about the ocean. We know 
more about the Moon than we know 
about the oceans on the planet. 

So we are going to spend the next few 
months here developing an oceans bill 
that I think will set the policy for this 
country, which will hopefully lead the 
policy of the world and the mechanism 
for ensuring that the oceans can be 
managed on an ecosystem basis and 
they can be cleaned up and made as the 
lungs of this Earth for children for gen-
erations to come. 

It is the responsibility of this genera-
tion. We have found it in bad shape, 
and we have got to leave it in better 
shape. 

I would just conclude on this Earth 
Day by inviting everybody to go out 
this weekend to celebrate Earth Day. 
There are all kinds of activities in your 
local community. I think the best 
quote about Earth Day and ourselves is 
what Teddy Roosevelt once reminded 
this country. He said: ‘‘Do what you 
can with what you have where you are. 
Just do it.’’ 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 

FARR) must feel no small sense of satis-
faction. I know that he was the driving 
force behind the first ocean’s con-
ference with President Clinton in his 
beautiful district in Monterey, bring-
ing home how important this is to all 
of us. And I extend my deep apprecia-
tion for his leadership, insight, and pa-
tience. 

Mr. FARR. Let us hope we can get 
some good legislation adopted. 

Mr. Speaker, I will include my state-
ment for the RECORD at this point. 

Mr. Speaker, I am glad that we are holding 
this special order on the occasion of the 35th 
anniversary of Earth Day. 

It is important that we take the time to rec-
ognize the importance of environmental con-
servation efforts and renew our commitment to 
them until we make everyday Earth Day. 

We all must do our parts to be good stew-
ards of our ocean, our land and our atmos-
phere. This is the only planet that we have 
after all. 

Earth Day was born at a time of great con-
cern over the degradation of the environment 
and the effects of that degradation on all spe-
cies, including humans. 

I like to think of Earth Day as an ecological 
version of New Year’s Day—a time to reflect, 
take stock and make resolutions. 

With that in mind, I want to take my time in 
this special order to talk about our oceans— 
two thirds of the earth that we need to know 
a lot more about. 

Tuesday’s release of the ‘‘U.S. Commission 
on Ocean Policy’s’’ report marks a milestone 
for our oceans and for the way we view them. 
Their report is the result of almost 2 years of 
reflecting and taking stock of our current 
ocean management practices. 

For the first time in more than 30 years, we 
as a nation, have re-considered our relation-
ship with the sea. Unfortunately, the past 30 
years have not been kind to our oceans. 

Plain and simple our oceans are in a state 
of crisis—a crisis that affects each and every 
one of us. 

Today, between one third and one half of 
the world’s population lives within 50 miles of 
the coast. 

We all depend on our oceans and coasts 
from the person who lives off the water to the 
person who visits once in a lifetime. 

The oceans provide food, jobs, vacation 
spots, scientific knowledge, and opportunities 
for reflection, our movies our art and music. 

In spite of this we tend to act with a great 
deal of ignorance about how our own activities 
actually threaten that economic value. In fact 
we have limited knowledge of how oceans 
work as an ecosystem. 

I have some interesting numbers that I want 
to share with you. More than 1,500 people 
have successfully climbed Mount Everest. 
More than 300 people have journeyed to 
space. 12 people have walked on the moon. 
Yet, only two people have descended and re-
turned in a single dive to the deepest part of 
the ocean. 

Think about it—we know more about the 
moon than oceans on earth. 

This morning I was testifying on the other 
side of the Capitol at the Senate Commerce 
Committee. 

I met with Bob Ballard who showed me the 
most recent edition of Oceanography. He 
showed me two pictures. The first was of Mars 

and the second was of the ocean floor. What 
caught my eye was, to date, our pictures of 
outer space are 250 times higher resolution 
than from the ocean’s depths. 

Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned Earth Day was 
born at a time of great concern over the depri-
vation of our environment and out of this grass 
root effort we saw dramatic changes. 

We proved that if we put our minds and re-
sources to the problem, as we did in putting 
a man on the moon, we could bring things 
right again. We made giant progress with the 
Clean Water Act and the Clean Air Act. 

Sadly, these land mark pieces of legislation 
have recently come under fire, administratively 
there has been a failure to investigate viola-
tions and enforce the laws on the books. 

Protection of our oceans will require a 
change of course, a commitment from Con-
gress and the administration. This commitment 
must be in the form of a new ocean ethic; one 
that is ecosystem-based with a governance 
structure that protects, restores, and maintains 
healthy marine ecosystems. 

Regrettably, all too often we take our 
oceans for granted: We underestimate their 
value and we ignore the negative con-
sequences human-related activities can have 
on them. 

Our oceans represent the largest public 
trust resource in the U.S. and cover an area 
nearly one and a half times the size of the 
continental United States. 

Americans expect the Government to safe-
guard this vast resource and I hope that the 
report just released will be the motivation for 
us to actually begin to do so. 

Simply put, our current ocean and coastal 
management system, created over thirty years 
ago, is archaic and incompatible with new 
knowledge about how the oceans and coastal 
waters function as a whole. 

Our policies are fragmented, both institution-
ally and geographically. 

For example, today we find ourselves with 
over ten federal departments involved in the 
implementation of more than 130 ocean-re-
lated statutes. 

It is time to reconsider this incoherent and 
often times incompatible management situa-
tion and bring order to our ocean governance 
structure. 

The U.S. Commission’s Report and last 
year’s Pew Report offer some guidance on 
how to do just this. 

We now know the natural world functions as 
interdependent ecosystems, with each species 
intricately connected to the other parts that 
make up the whole. 

The U.S. Commission’s Report, as well as 
the independent Pew Oceans Commission 
Report released last June, clearly states that 
we must adopt a new policy framework that is 
based on the concept of ‘‘the whole,’’ an eco-
system-based approach rather than one based 
on political boundaries. 

This approach will not be as easy or straight 
forward as our previous approaches, but we 
must pass the legislation necessary to make it 
a reality. 

Part of making it a reality is creating a 
strong regional governance structure. With a 
comprehensive national ocean policy explicitly 
written to maintain healthy ocean ecosystems, 
our oceans will be a bountiful resource in 
which we can all take pride. 

The Report also stresses the importance of 
instilling a new ecosystem-based stewardship 
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ethic. Involved in instilling this ethic is increas-
ing ocean-related education for all Americans 
at all levels, from first-graders learning how to 
read to graduate students investigating chal-
lenging scientific processes. 

The U.S. Commission details suggestions 
on how we can instill a new stewardship ethic 
by emphasizing and investing in greater ma-
rine science education. 

The Report released earlier this week is, 
technically, a Preliminary Report. It is being 
sent to the Governors for their comments. This 
comment period lasts until May 21, 2004. I 
urge all my colleagues to contact their Gov-
ernors, let them know how important this issue 
is. 

I sincerely hope that all states will take this 
opportunity to acknowledge that the oceans 
provide value for every American, whether in-
trinsic worth or direct economic benefit, and 
provide the Commission with input before the 
comment period ends. 

Despite historic and geographic patterns 
suggesting otherwise, every state has a role to 
play in the management of our oceans. 

The bipartisan House Oceans Caucus lead-
ership is drafting legislation—the BOB, or Big 
Oceans Bill—that sets our country on the right 
path—the path of protecting our oceans. 

Many of the details are still being worked 
out; however, the broad sections of BOB in-
clude national governance, regional govern-
ance, science and technology, and education. 

We will be introducing our legislation this 
session. We have high hopes that our com-
prehensive bill will receive hearings and be 
considered this year, thereby demonstrating 
the bipartisan nature of the importance of pro-
tecting the health of our oceans for future gen-
erations. 

It is up to each of us to not let this unprece-
dented opportunity pass us by. With the U.S. 
Commission on Ocean Policy and The Pew 
Oceans Commission Reports in the last year, 
the Bush Administration has a prime oppor-
tunity to take the steps necessary to instill a 
new ocean ethic in our government. 

And, it’s my earth day resolution to work 
with all my colleagues to make the decisions 
necessary to protect our largest public trust re-
source. 

The time for leadership is now. 
I will close with a quote from Commission’s 

report: 
The responsibility of our generation is to 

reclaim and renew the oceans for ourselves, 
for our children, and—if we do the job right— 
for those whose footprints will make the 
sands of beaches from Maine to Hawaii long 
after ours have washed away. 

Don’t forget to celebrate Earth Day, too. 
There are activities and festivities scheduled 
everywhere. Get out and participate, revel in 
the spring, and help build awareness just by 
being there. As Teddy Roosevelt once said: 
‘‘Do what you can with what you have where 
you can.’’ 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 
next there is the opportunity to hear 
from the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. SOLIS). Although she has been a 
more recent arrival to Congress, she 
has distinguished herself as a Member 
of the California legislature, as a tire-
less champion of the environment, of 
dealing with the problems at home on 
the neighborhood level, and has carried 
that passion back here affecting Fed-

eral policies. I am happy to yield to 
her. 

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER) for providing us with the 
opportunity to celebrate Earth Day. 
We do have much to celebrate, but we 
also have to reflect on what is hap-
pening here in our country and what 
policies are having effects in our com-
munities. 

I appreciate the fact that so many of 
my colleagues spoke before me very 
eloquently about the status of the en-
vironment here in our country. I am 
happy to talk a little bit about a place 
that I represent, and I represent the 
32nd Congressional District in South-
ern California, much viewed by people 
as probably the armpit of America in 
many ways. Smog levels are very high. 
I have ownership of three Super fund 
sites. There are 17 gravel pits, many 
that are abandoned. 

So we have various problems that 
exist in our district, many challenges, 
long before I was even born. But that 
does not mean that we give up the hope 
to fight to improve those conditions for 
the people that I represent. And I was 
very fortunate in the California legis-
lature to work on environmental jus-
tice legislation, one of the first pieces 
of legislation in the entire country to 
be codified in the State of California. 
And as a result I believe there are close 
to 30 States now in this Union that 
have done likewise and have followed 
suit. 

It is unfortunate, however, that this 
administration here does not believe in 
the true essence of environmental jus-
tice. And what environmental justice 
means for many Americans and for 
people that I represent is equal treat-
ment under the law when placing 
projects in our districts. And, unfortu-
nately, people have had blindfolds on 
their eyes when they come into our dis-
trict because they place projects that 
have negative effects on our health in 
my district. 

We have higher rates of asthma than 
other parts of L.A. County. We have 
children that cannot go out and play 
on the playgrounds when the summer 
heat goes up and the smog levels go up. 
We have children that have to go to the 
emergency trauma units because they 
are suffering from asthmatic attacks, 
both children and our elderly. We see 
that our drinking water is also con-
taminated. 

For many years there were prior Con-
gressmen, for example, Congressman 
Torres, who led the way to clean up our 
basin almost 20 years ago. We still have 
not found a solution to entirely clean 
up our local area. Perchloric contami-
nates our water. That is rocket fuel 
that was allowed to enter into our 
water table through Department of De-
fense contractors. Many have come to 
the table to try to clean that up, but 
we have not gone far enough. 

And just yesterday we had a hearing 
in the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce regarding DOD exemptions that 

this administration would like to see 
rip away at the protections that we 
have in our States such as California. I 
came out strongly opposed to those ex-
emptions as did many attorneys gen-
eral representing many States as well 
as many water agencies and purveyors 
that want to provide clean water to 
millions and millions of people who 
live in our country. We need to do the 
right thing. And I know that I can 
count on my colleagues here that have 
spoken this evening to help educate the 
public that, in fact, there are Members 
of this Congress who are willing to 
fight, willing to stay here late, to do 
the right thing, to make sure that we 
do not erode the protections that have 
been in place for the last 50 years. 

And, as a new Member of Congress, I 
would like to say that I am proud to 
represent the district that I come from, 
East Los Angeles, that many people 
forget about. People there are experi-
encing high levels of unemployment. 
Many of them have low skills, low edu-
cational levels; and they live in the 
dirtiest communities in our country, 
and it is not fair. That is why we need 
strong laws. That is why we need ade-
quate funding to protect everybody on 
an equal and fair basis. 

And I applaud the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) and all the 
Members that have come forward to-
night to share with us that Earth Day, 
in fact, should be a celebration for the 
entire world. 

In Spanish we say ‘‘para todo el 
mundo.’’ That means the entire world. 
The entire world is looking at us right 
now to see that we do the right thing, 
to see that we address the issues of 
global warming, water pollution, clean 
air. Those are the things that my com-
munity is advocating for, and I am 
going to continue to fight for that. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
think it is clear that there is very lit-
tle likelihood that East Los Angeles 
will be forgotten with my colleague’s 
eloquence, her insights, and her leader-
ship. 

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to turn to 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
INSLEE), who has represented several 
congressional districts. He has distin-
guished himself with the wilderness 
and with energy and with thinking 
about how these pieces fit together for 
the future. I am honored to yield to 
him this evening. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the opportunity to join this effort 
on Earth Day. I have two messages, one 
inspirational and one that desires, 
frankly, a good fight. Let me start 
with the inspirational message. I want 
to tell my colleague about a friend of 
mine, a Dennis Hayes, who as a young 
man the first Earth Day stood up and 
said, I am going to become personally 
committed to the environment of the 
globe. And he became, actually, the 
manager of the organization that con-
ducted the first Earth Day. And Dennis 
Hayes is still fired with the vigor of 
dealing with these multiple environ-
mental challenges, and he is working 
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in Seattle now for the Bullet Founda-
tion, which helps promote many great 
ideas and environmental agendas. 

I hope other people who are of his 
youth become inspired on multiple en-
vironmental challenges now, politi-
cally and otherwise, and stay working 
as long as Dennis has, who is still 
working on solar cell technology and a 
host of other efforts to deal with our 
energy. 

I appreciate this opportunity. We will 
have other opportunities next week to 
continue this discussion. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, distinguished col-
leagues, the 34th annual Earth Day is a time 
to reflect on our stewardship of the environ-
ment: where we have been, and where we are 
going. We should use this opportunity to 
rethink our current direction. America’s status- 
quo energy policy is untenable. Our depend-
ence on fossil fuels is polluting our air and 
water, overheating our planet, and tying up 
our foreign policy. Yet a sustainable, energy- 
efficient future lies before us—if we are willing 
to reach for its. 

The consequences of fossil fuel use are ev-
erywhere. The Environmental Protection Agen-
cy determined that almost 500 counties across 
the country suffer from unhealthy levels of 
smog that must be reduced. Gas prices have 
hit record highs, which bites into the cost of 
living for ordinary Americans and threatens 
economic growth. Our dependence on oil lim-
its our foreign policy and makes us rely on 
other nations for survival. And behind it all 
looms global warming. 

The biggest lost opportunity of the current 
Administration has been the failure to set a 
goal for this country of halving our depend-
ence on fossil fuels in the next decade. I be-
lieve in the American entrepreneur and our 
ability to develop technologies that will dra-
matically reduce our dependence on fossil 
fuels. Many of those technologies already 
exist. Many are on our roads. But they must 
be nurtured if they are to develop further. 

The first step is to encourage the use of hy-
brid gas-electric cars. These cars have double 
the gas mileage of standard cars and dramati-
cally lower emissions. Moreover, unlike other 
clean car technologies, they are also available 
now in meaningful numbers. With a small en-
couragement, we can bring about the wide-
spread adoption of this exciting new tech-
nology. 

Hybrids are only the first step. We should 
draw on our technological prowess to solve 
our energy challenges with renewable sources 
of energy that reduce pollution, such as solar, 
geothermal, biomass, landfill gas, and fusion. 
I have great confidence in America’s techno-
logical know-how in solving these challenges; 
our national public policy should aim to create 
research and development incentives for the 
public sector to partner with the private sector 
in bringing promising technologies to market. 
As a nation, we must reduce pollution and 
help leave a sustainable energy future for our 
children. 

Together, we can turn our country away 
from its current unhealthy practices and to-
ward a cleaner, more sustainable tomorrow. It 
will not be easy, but it must be done. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, on this Earth Day, 
I think it is vital to point out the increasing 
need for this country and this Congress to put 
together a sensible, rational energy policy that 

lowers our dependence on fossil fuels and 
continues to stimulate our economy. 

Developing such a policy is not simply about 
protecting our environment. From a national 
security standpoint, our dependence on oil, 
especially in the transportation sector, is a 
continuing danger. You can look under every 
rock and drill in every inch of wilderness and 
coastline we have, and we will simply never 
be able to meet our current level of consump-
tion. The sobering fact is that the Middle East 
contains a tremendous share of the world’s oil 
supply—and the more we remain dependent 
on their oil, the more we expose ourselves 
and the world to violence and terrorism. 

From a public health standpoint, we can no 
longer rely so heavily on those energy sources 
that are poisoning us. Coal is cheap and 
abundant in the U.S.—but its emissions, in-
cluding mercury and sulfur dioxide, cause 
thousands of premature deaths and diseases 
like emphysema and asthma every year. 
These are the very human costs that we must 
consider when we think about where we are 
getting our energy. 

Of course, the environmental impact of our 
dangerous addiction to fossil fuels is well 
known. Even as our cars get cleaner, their 
combined carbon dioxide emissions, along 
with those from power plants and other 
sources, are largely to blame for global warm-
ing. The emissions from burning coal foul the 
air, creating smog and acid rain, while mer-
cury falls to the ground and pollutes our water-
ways. 

Equally troubling is the way we extract fossil 
fuels—to get coal, we rip off the tops of moun-
tains and dump them into nearby streams; to 
get oil and natural gas, we drill extensively, 
often risking spillage. The oil and gas indus-
tries seem to have an insatiable appetite for 
opening and exploiting our most precious 
lands and our coastlines—yet even they must 
realize that we cannot drill our way to a better 
energy future. 

Mr. Speaker, the legislation we passed in 
this House last year was not an energy policy. 
It was a grab bag of goodies for special inter-
ests. The bill reads as if every sector of the 
energy industry simply submitted their wish 
lists, translated nicely into legislative lan-
guage—much like the development of the rec-
ommendations of the Vice President’s Energy 
Task Force. 

What we really need is a rational energy 
policy that puts us on the road to a more se-
cure energy future. We should invest in re-
search into renewable and sustainable 
sources and energy efficiency. We should set 
intelligent goals for the future: ten, twenty, fifty 
years in the future, how much energy should 
we be producing from each source? How 
much should we be consuming in each sec-
tor—transportation, residential, industrial? How 
can we protect our environment and our 
health while meeting the energy needs of a 
growing economy? We should also get our 
hands around the growing demand across the 
country for gas for our cars, electricity for our 
lights and computers, and natural gas for our 
heat—and find out how to be efficient as pos-
sible with all of that consumption. 

I would like to lay out a challenge to all of 
my colleagues. Let’s reject the stalled energy 
legislation. Let’s move beyond the politics of 
squeezing every last bit of oil, gas, and coal 
out of this country and work on policies that 
envision a sustainable, secure energy future. 

A future where more of our energy needs are 
met by those sustainable sources like wind fu-
sion, the sun, and biomass. A future where 
Americans don’t have to sacrifice their own 
health just to keep using their air conditioners. 
A future where cartels like OPEC no longer 
hold us captive to the volatile world oil market 
and our energy needs no longer imperil na-
tional security. A future where protecting our 
environment and meeting our energy needs 
go hand in hand. 

To do so will take patience, research, and 
some innovative thinking. I plan to do all of 
these in the coming months and years, and I 
hope my colleagues will join with me. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, Earth Day is a 
great day to call attention to the many environ-
mental and public health challenges that face 
everyone on the planet. It is also a great op-
portunity to reflect on the history of the Earth 
Day movement and to pay tribute to one of re-
cent history’s great statesmen and founding 
father of the movement, our former Senator 
from Wisconsin, Gaylord Nelson. 

Today, people all around the nation are 
celebrating Earth Day. Local communities 
have organized events to, once again, bring to 
the public eye the importance of working to-
gether to improve our quality of life and to pro-
tect our natural heritage. 

However, without the leadership of a pas-
sionate public servant from Wisconsin, we 
would no be breathing air as clean. We would 
not be swimming in lakes, rivers and streams 
as safe. We would not be enjoying the beauty 
of public lands as special as those we were 
able to protect under laws he championed. We 
would not be holding Earth Day celebrations 
each year on April 22nd. 

Earth Day was ‘‘born’’ in September, 1969. 
Senator Gaylord Nelson was invited to give a 
speech at a conference held at the Seattle 
Science Center. In his speech, he suggested 
that, just as Americans had been involved in 
‘‘teach-ins’’ to protest the Vietnam war, the 
country should also set aside a day to call at-
tention to the environmental problems facing 
our planet and to demand that Congress ad-
dress those important issues. He expressed 
his firm belief that the American people need-
ed to put their leaders ‘‘on notice,’’ and he en-
couraged folks everywhere to explain to their 
elected officials that they were tired of empty 
promises. It was time for real action on the en-
vironment. 

At that same conference, he suggested that 
in the spring of 1970, there should be a na-
tion-wide grassroots demonstration on behalf 
of the environment, and he encouraged the 
listening public to participate. Wire services 
carried the story from coast to coast, and as 
history showed, the response was overwhelm-
ingly positive. 

Within hours of that Seattle speech, tele-
grams, letters and telephone inquiries from 
across the country poured into his Senate of-
fice. His phones in the Capitol were literally 
ringing off the hook, as people called in to say 
that they wanted to organize Earth Day cele-
brations in their own communities. It was obvi-
ous that Senator Nelson had struck a chord, 
and that this was an idea whose time had 
come. Over the next four months, the calls 
and letters increased in number until his Sen-
ate staff was overwhelmed by the response. 
At that point, he decided to hire several tal-
ented students to help organize and respond 
to peoples’ calls to action. 
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Senator Nelson himself has said that no one 

individual or group had either the time or the 
resources to organize and coordinate all of the 
activities of the 20 million people and thou-
sands of schools, community groups and oth-
ers who made the first Earth Day such a suc-
cess. Instead, he credits the many dedicated 
people in communities across the country, that 
were sparked to organize at the local level in 
response by his speech, and send a loud and 
clear wake-up call to their elected officials on 
the issue of environmental health. While his 
speech had resonated with Americans every-
where, and was clearly a catalyst for change, 
he insists that no single individual was respon-
sible for organizing the first Earth Day. Rather, 
Earth Day 1970 literally organized itself. It is, 
to this day, a stellar example of how individ-
uals can make a difference and literally 
change history. 

In April 1970, twenty million people spoke 
out for the environmental health of the plan-
et—rich people and poor people, young and 
old, farmers and city dwellers, Republicans 
and Democrats—stood together for the planet. 
A week-long series of Earth Day events in 
Philadelphia drew over 30,000 people to Inde-
pendence Mall on April 21, 1970 and an esti-
mated 75,000 people to Fairmount Park on 
Earth Day itself, April 22. People came in 
droves to listen to the keynote speaker and 
author of the landmark 1970 Clean Air Act, 
Senator Edmund Muskie. 

Following that initial activism, thousands 
more attended events at every college in that 
region during that week. The organizers of 
those events accomplished this without having 
any contact with Senator Nelson, his staff, or 
any other national coordinating body. Like rip-
ples in a pond, thousands of people in other 
communities across the country organized 
their own local Earth Day events in 1970 until 
the movement was 20 million strong. Today, 
local, ad hoc Earth Day groups continue to or-
ganize their own events on April 22, focusing 
on the local, regional, national or global issues 
that matter most to them. That was and con-
tinues to be the strength and power of Earth 
Day. 

As Senator Nelson is fond of pointing out, it 
is the activist students and folks in commu-
nities across the country, and their actions as 
a group rather than those of any one indi-
vidual, who ensured the environment finally 
took its place as a priority issue on the na-
tional political agenda. They made possible 
the dramatic environmental gains of the past 
34 years. We are all in debt to that generation 
of young people—grade school, high school, 
and college—who supplied the energy, enthu-
siasm, and idealism that made Earth Day such 
a spectacular success. Earth Day was and is 
a pluralistic event in which every individual 
and every group that wants to be involved is 
able to do so, and claim ‘‘ownership’’ of the 
day. 

Twenty years later, Earth Day has gone 
global and more than 200 million people from 
141 countries participated in the last celebra-
tion. However, the millions who rallied on that 
first Earth Day are what gave Senator Nel-
son’s simple idea its power. And in 1995, 
while celebrating the 25th anniversary of Earth 
Day, President Bill Clinton appropriately hon-
ored Senator Nelson’s timely contribution to 
the movement by presenting him with the 
Medal of Freedom. 

We can all be proud and grateful for the 
contribution of one of Wisconsin’s great 

statesmen, the thoughtful and provocative 
founding father of Earth Day, Senator Gaylord 
Nelson. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, with today’s cele-
bration of Earth Day marked locally by public 
anxiety over lead contamination in our area 
drinking water, I thought it fitting to commemo-
rate the life of Clair Patterson, a scientist who 
worked singlehandedly to reduce our exposure 
to lead and, in the process, save millions of 
lives. 

As a scientist specializing in the environ-
ment, Clair Patterson’s pioneering work 
stretched across an unusual number of sub- 
disciplines, including archaeology, meteor-
ology, oceanography, chemistry and geology. 
Despite these many areas of expertise, he is 
best known for determining the age of the 
Earth. 

The son of a postal worker, Clair Patterson 
began a lifelong attraction to chemistry that 
began at an early age and ultimately led to a 
thesis in molecular spectroscopy. Besides 
working on the Manhattan Project, he contin-
ued his dissertation in 1951 and analyzed lead 
samples that gave lead isotopic compositions 
for minerals separated from a billion-year-old 
sample of Precambrian granite. 

Prompted by a visit to the U.S. Geological 
Survey in Washington DC, Mr. Clair Patterson 
began research that opened up a new field of 
dating for geologists. This led to hundreds of 
age determinations based on his methods and 
techniques and affirmed his predictions on the 
most accurate age of the planet. 

In 1962, he and other scientists observed 
that the lead concentration in the deeper parts 
of the Pacific Ocean were 3 to 10 times less 
than surface water. These observations pro-
vided new evidence that human industrial ac-
tivity had disturbed the natural geochemical 
cycle for lead and raised concentrations lev-
els. 

He could have stopped there and returned 
to his scientific and academic pursuits. He did 
not and for that we should all be grateful. He 
deserves recognition today for taking a dif-
ferent path. A path that invited controversy, 
derision from many of his peers and even 
threats from industries he challenged. When 
he found that the lead concentration in the 
blood of many Americans was over 100 times 
that of the natural level, and dangerously 
close to the accepted limit for symptoms of 
lead poisoning to occur, he began to track 
down the sources of lead contamination and 
take on the industries responsible for polluting 
the environment with lead and challenged gov-
ernments, Federal, State and local to limit our 
exposure. 

He wrote to California Governor Pat Brown 
emphasizing the dangerously high levels of 
lead in aerosols, particularly in the Los Ange-
les area. In it he claimed that the California 
Department of Public Health was not doing all 
it should to protect the population from the 
dangers of lead poisoning. By 1966, Governor 
Brown signed a bill directing the State Depart-
ment of Public Health to hold hearings and to 
establish air quality standards for California by 
February 1, 1967. Although that deadline was 
not met, Patterson clearly played a role in ad-
vancing concern over California air control 
standards. 

He testified before the Senate Sub-
committee on Air and Water Pollution in 1966. 
Patterson believed it was wrong for public 
health agencies to work so closely with lead 

industries, whom he considered often biased 
in matters concerning public health. 

By 1970, Patterson and his colleagues had 
completed studies of snow strata from Green-
land and Antarctica that showed clearly the in-
crease in atmospheric lead began with the in-
dustrial revolution. Modern Greenland snow 
contained over 100 times the amount of lead 
in pre-industrial snow, with most of the in-
crease occurring over the last 100 years. 

In 1971, he criticized a National Research 
Council report on the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s policies on lead pollution as not 
being forceful enough in interpreting its data 
and being too heavily weighted toward indus-
trial scientists. Although Patterson’s work was 
initially ignored, by December 1973 the EPA 
announced a program to reduce lead in gaso-
line by 60–65 percent in phased steps. Thus 
was the beginning of the removal of lead from 
gasoline. 

In the late 1970s Patterson turned his atten-
tion to lead in food. He wrote to the commis-
sioner of food and drugs at the Environmental 
Protection Agency asserting that his head-
quarters laboratory could not correctly analyze 
for lead in tuna fish and called for more accu-
rate analysis. Patterson made several rec-
ommendations for improvements that were 
taken seriously and prompted EPA to conduct 
better lead analyses. 

In 1980, Patterson and a fellow researcher 
Dorothy M. Settle published a warning on the 
amount of lead entering the food chain due to 
lead solder used in sealing cans. By 1993 
lead solder was removed from all food con-
tainers in the United States. Patterson’s influ-
ence is again clearly evident. 

Patterson was appointed in 1978 to a 12 
member National Research Council panel to 
evaluate the state of knowledge about envi-
ronmental issues related to lead poisoning. 
The panel report cite the need to reduce lead 
hazards for urban children (a finding that de-
mands renewed attention following the Wash-
ington area’s lead scare) and called for further 
research on the relationship between lead in-
gestion and intellectual ability. 

In short, Patterson argued that the dangers 
of lead were already clear enough and that ef-
forts should start immediately to drastically re-
duce or completely remove industrial lead 
from the everyday environment. That included 
gasoline, food containers, foils, paint, and 
glazes. He also cited water distribution sys-
tems and urged investigations into biochemical 
effects of lead at the cellular level. 

As we reflect on Patterson’s lifelong commit-
ment to environmental health, we must listen 
to today’s unsung heroes who are calling for 
more vigilant protection of public health and 
an end to the assault on our Nation’s environ-
mental laws that jeopardize the health of our 
children and grandchildren. 

In a world increasingly marked by techno-
logical and scientific innovation, Clair Patter-
son’s lifelong efforts demand renewed atten-
tion. On this Earth Day, as we see so many 
of our country’s environmental laws being 
rolled back, let us honor Clair Patterson’s life-
long commitment to finding that balance be-
tween modern technology and preserving the 
environmental and human health. We have a 
collective responsibility to preserve our natural 
surroundings for generations to come. 

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in com-
memoration of the 34th anniversary of Earth 
Day. Started in 1970 by Wisconsin’s own Sen-
ator Gaylord Nelson, this annual celebration 
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marks the birth of the modern environmental 
movement. 

For much of the 20th century, people ac-
cepted pollution as the inevitable price of 
progress. That began to change in the early 
1960s. In 1970, when Senator Nelson saw 
that few U.S. leaders were paying attention to 
public concern about the environment, he an-
nounced a series of teach-ins across the 
country to be held on April 22. That year, 20 
million people participated in the first Earth 
Day. 

Soon after, the Congress passed and Presi-
dent Nixon signed a series of unprecedented 
laws creating the Environmental Protection 
Agency, establishing national limits for air and 
water pollutants, and requiring environmental 
impact assessments before federally funded 
projects could begin. 

Sadly, the current administration seems to 
be doing all it can to reverse decades of bipar-
tisan progress on the environment at the be-
hest of large special interests. Landmark legis-
lation that has successfully protected the pub-
lic health such as the Clean Air Act, Clean 
Water Act, and the Safe Drinking Water Act 
are under assault. 

It would appear that Senator Nelson’s vi-
sionary efforts to build a grassroots movement 
to demonstrate the public’s insistence on a 
clean and healthy environment for themselves 
and future generations, is needed as much 
today as it was 34 years ago. 

And, in fact, Earth Day continues to be an 
event that unites people concerned about their 
environment, and who strive to protect it for 
our children’s future. Last year, hundreds of 
millions of people in more than 180 countries 
around the world came together to celebrate 
the progress that has been made over the 
past 33 years. 

Today, the vast majority of Americans do 
not believe that pollution is a necessary price 
for our progress, and want clean air, clean 
water and pristine public lands for their chil-
dren. People want their government to im-
prove, rather than undermine our country’s 
public health and environmental protections. 
Instead of taking steps backwards, I urge the 
President to engage in the bipartisan work 
needed to build on a positive environmental 
agenda that Senator Gaylord Nelson envi-
sioned when he started Earth Day. 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today, 
Earth Day, to discuss the critical importance of 
investing in America’s clean water infrastruc-
ture. As we begin the 21st century, investment 
in water infrastructure stands as one of the 
most important economic and environmental 
investments our government will make. 

Since 1972, our Nation has made important 
progress in improving the water quality of 
lakes, rivers and harbors across the land. 
However, we are at an important crossroad in 
the effort to make our Nation’s waters fishable 
and swimmable. Recent studies by EPA, GAO 
and the Water Infrastructure Network all point 
to a water infrastructure funding crisis. Accord-
ing to EPA’s Clean Water and Drinking Water 
Gap Analysis, America is facing a $535 billion 
funding shortfall for water infrastructure over 
the next two decades. This analysis comes at 
a time when the Federal Government is com-
mitting less than $2 billion dollars a year to 
water and wastewater infrastructure. 

The most significant improvements in water 
quality have resulted from our investments in 
wastewater treatment—if we fail to replace 

and upgrade existing wastewater treatment fa-
cilities we could see the progress of the past 
30 years reversed. As we enter the summer 
months, over 30 million fisherman will head to 
their favorite fishing holes, millions more 
Americans will head to beaches and lakes for 
a refreshing swim. These simple summer 
pleasures share one common element—clean 
water. 

Investing in clean water infrastructure also 
makes eminent economic sense. According to 
the American Public Works Association, over 
40,000 jobs are created for every billion dol-
lars that is invested in wastewater infrastruc-
ture construction. 

As we reflect on the importance of clean 
water to our quality of life, I believe it is time 
to consider providing water infrastructure with 
the same funding priority we assign to high-
ways and airports. Congress must begin con-
sidering long-term, dedicated funding for our 
Nation’s water infrastructure. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, as we cele-
brate Earth Day, it is important to reflect upon 
our environmental accomplishments and plan 
for the environmental challenges ahead. For 
over three decades investments in clean water 
infrastructure, wastewater treatment facilities, 
have been the linchpin of water quality im-
provements in lakes, rivers and bays. Today, 
over 30 million Americans enjoy fishing in wa-
ters that have been improved through waste-
water treatment investments. 

Unfortunately, the future of clean water has 
become increasingly murky. According to anal-
ysis conducted by the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency and confirmed in studies by the 
Water Infrastructure Network and the Govern-
ment Accounting Office, America is facing a 
water and wastewater infrastructure funding 
gap that will exceed $500 billion over the next 
20 years. This infrastructure funding crisis, if 
not addressed, will have devastating economic 
and environmental consequences for our Na-
tion. 

Historically, Congress has developed legis-
lation providing long-term, dedicated sources 
of funding for massive infrastructure invest-
ment priorities. Our Nation’s highway and 
aviation infrastructure needs are funded pri-
marily through dedicated trust funds. I believe 
it is time to begin a constructive dialogue be-
tween State, local and Federal officials on how 
our Nation is going to ensure that needed in-
vestments in clean water infrastructure are 
going to be made in the future. 

Ms. McCARTHY of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
as we celebrate the 34th anniversary of Earth 
Day, I rise to recognize the ongoing struggle 
to preserve and protect our environment for 
future generations. We have made significant 
progress since the first Earth Day in 1970, but 
recent funding cuts and policy changes are 
now jeopardizing vital environmental programs 
such as the Clean Water Act and the Clean 
Air Act. The Natural Resources Defense 
Council, a national organization that advocates 
environmental action, recently released a re-
port, ‘‘Rewriting the Rules,’’ which documents 
more than 150 assaults on our environmental 
safeguards between January 2003 and March 
2004. Of particular concern is the rollback of 
environmental regulations that keep sewage 
out of our waterways and drinking water, pro-
tect our public lands, and limit mercury pollu-
tion in our air. As the principal sponsor of Mis-
souri’s Clean Air and Air Emissions Standards 
Acts during my tenure in the state legislature 

and as Chairwoman of the Missouri Commis-
sion on Global Climate Change and Ozone 
Depletion, I am alarmed and concerned by 
these weakened standards. Earth Day was 
created in 1970 as a call to action after drastic 
environmental events such as the chemical 
emergency at Love Canal and the ‘‘death’’ of 
Lake Erie. This massive environmental protest 
drew attention to environmental problems 
plaguing communities across our country. 
Today, we must continue that commitment to 
preserve our planet not only on our continent, 
but around the world. As we honor the 34th 
anniversary of Earth Day, we acknowledge the 
achievements of some of our most conscien-
tious global environmental leaders. On April 
19, the Sierra Club awarded the 15th annual 
Goldman Environmental Prize to several 
grassroots activists who have worked to make 
our world a better place to live. 

These seven leaders, Rudolf Amenga-Etego 
of Ghana, Rashida Bee and Chama Devi 
Shukla of India, Manana Kochladze of Geor-
gia, Demetrio Do Amaral de Carvalho of East 
Timor, Margie Eugene-Richard of the U.S., 
and Libia Grueson of Colombia, have made 
significant contributions to their communities: 
providing safe drinking water for the people, 
seeking justice for world disaster survivors, 
blocking the construction of environmentally 
damaging oil pipelines, leading reforestation 
and watershed management programs, fight-
ing pollution and protecting rainforests. Yet as 
these global activists serve their communities 
and work to better their environment, here in 
the United States we are rolling back much of 
the progress our own leaders have made. We 
must reverse this direction and restore our 
commitment to the environment, to breathable 
air and drinkable water, and to preservation of 
wildlife and our quality of life. 

On the first Earth Day in 1970, I joined more 
than 20 million Americans in demonstrating for 
a healthy, sustainable environment. I have 
worked at the state and federal levels for land-
mark legislation such as the Clean Water Act, 
the Clean Air Act, the Endangered Species 
Act, Global Climate Change and the establish-
ment of the Environmental Protection Agency, 
among other legislative initiatives. 

This Saturday, I join members of my com-
munity in celebrating our local progress at the 
Eighth Annual Bridging the Gap Earth Day 
Walk. Kansas City has developed a plan to re-
store and maintain our natural resources for 
current and future generations. I worked with 
the city to assure biodiesel as an alternative 
source of energy for our buses in order to 
maintain our air quality for the health of our 
citizens. 

There is much more we must do to ensure 
the protection of our environment. We must 
strengthen, not weaken, regulations that pro-
tect our natural resources. We must provide 
necessary funding for programs that ensure 
the quality of the air we breathe and the water 
we drink. On this 34th anniversary of Earth 
Day, we must pledge to continue our commit-
ment to protecting and preserving our environ-
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me in recognizing 
this important anniversary of Earth Day and 
saluting organizations like the Sierra Club that 
act globally to honor those who work for sus-
taining our planet. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today, on Earth 
Day, to speak out in support of policies that 
protect our planet, promote energy security, 
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and preserve human health. Unfortunately, in 
its 3 years in office, the Bush administration 
has launched an all-out assault on our envi-
ronment in all three of these areas. 

Bush policies have weakened protections on 
air, water, and public lands, and these as-
saults pose a direct threat to public health now 
and in the future. The actions we take now to 
protect these vital resources and to reinvent 
our approach to energy will have enormous 
consequences for future generations. Global 
warming, perhaps the most catastrophic and 
far-reaching consequence of our current prac-
tices, will not wait; our efforts to tackle these 
problems can’t wait either. 

We need to begin by preserving existing 
protections, from maintaining the well being of 
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge by con-
tinuing to ban drilling in this precious wilder-
ness to maintaining the well being of our chil-
dren by halting the disastrous Bush adminis-
tration rollbacks of our clean air and water 
regulations. 

Our next step must be enforcement of exist-
ing laws and regulations. The Republican 
budget cuts environmental programs by $39 
billion. At those levels, we cannot enforce ex-
isting public health safeguards. To make mat-
ters worse, the administration has abandoned 
the ‘‘polluter pays’’ principle: taxpayers, not 
the polluters themselves, will now be respon-
sible for the costs of cleaning up toxic Super-
fund sites. And one in every four people in this 
country live within 4 miles of a major toxic 
waste site on the Superfund list. 

For people of color, these numbers are 
even worse and so are the consequences. 
Life expectancy itself is an environmental jus-
tice issue. In this country, life expectancy pro-
jections are shaped as much by race as by 
gender. These disparities follow a cradle to 
grave cycle: beginning with infant mortality, 
continuing with workplace hazards and in-
creased exposure to pollution, and ending with 
disparate access to healthcare, diagnoses, 
and medical treatment. 

We see these forces clearly in diseases that 
strike most deeply into our cities and affect 
children most severely. Asthma rates among 
the urban poor are reaching alarming propor-
tions. Death rates from asthma, and a host of 
other treatable diseases, are significantly high-
er among African Americans than any other 
ethnic group. Asthma rates in Oakland, in my 
district, are among the highest in the country. 
Children in West Oakland are seven times 
more likely to be hospitalized for asthma than 
children in the rest of California. 

On Earth Day, it is important that we recog-
nize just what is at stake here: our air, our 
water, our lands, and our children’s health. We 
need to stop the Bush administration’s assault 
on existing protections, and we need to invest 
in new solutions, especially in the energy 
arena, that will increase our own security as 
well as protect the environment around us. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
as the world recognizes Earth Day, to express 
my strong concern with a recent proposal by 
the administration to weaken standards on 
mercury emissions from power plants. 

This administration seems to have forgotten 
that Earth Day is our special day to look at the 
planet and see what needs changing. We 
should be moving forward with environmental 
policy, as we have done for nearly 35 years. 
Unfortunately, I fear that this administration is 
set on reversing these decades of progress. 

My constituents and other Americans are 
being shortchanged by attempts to weaken 
clean water and clean air standards, particu-
larly the mercury proposal. As co-chair of the 
Congressional Caucus on Women’s Issues, I 
am very concerned that women and children, 
the groups who are at most risk from mercury 
exposure, are hurt by this proposal. A recent 
analysis by the EPA indicates that 1 in 6 
women of childbearing age have levels of 
mercury in their blood at unsafe levels; 1 in 12 
women of childbearing age has enough mer-
cury in her system to pose a potential threat 
to fetal health. This contamination results in 
more than 600,000 newborns at risk of neuro-
logical problems due to mercury exposure. 

We need to take immediate action to reduce 
women and children’s exposure to mercury. 
Under the Clean Air Act, toxic substances like 
mercury must be controlled at each and every 
power plant by using the maximum achievable 
control technologies. Two years ago, EPA es-
timated that under this standard, existing tech-
nologies could reduce 90 percent of mercury 
pollution from power plants, bringing mercury 
emissions down to roughly 5 tons per year by 
2008. 

Unfortunately, EPA’s proposed mercury 
standards are not protective of public health. 
The emission limits proposed are 10–20 times 
higher than what some plants achieve today. 
In the end, EPA’s proposal allows power 
plants to emit six to seven times more mer-
cury into our airways for a decade longer com-
pared what EPA has said is achievable. I call 
on the administration to significantly strength-
en this approach so that as much mercury as 
possible is removed from the emissions of 
each and every power plant. 

It is sad that this administration has abso-
lutely no environmental accomplishments on 
its record. The administration has repeatedly 
ignored the dangers that environmental toxins 
like mercury pose to women and children, and 
instead bends over backwards to cater to their 
friends in polluting industries. We cannot con-
tinue to play politics with human health, the 
environment and our children’s futures. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, as you know, 
Earth Day marks a day of reflection for the 
American public, an opportunity to evaluate 
our progress in the fight to protect our environ-
ment. This past year we have seen the Bush 
administration’s blatant disregard for the envi-
ronment. Each one of us has the responsibility 
to stand up for environmental protection irre-
spective of the wishes of special interests. 
However, my Republican colleagues have 
failed to keep our Nation’s commitment to a 
healthy and secure environment. 

I have been here for a long time. I am proud 
of the role I played in many of our cornerstone 
environmental laws. In the 1970s, we recog-
nized that we owe it to future generations to 
protect the environment, the laws we passed 
were not revolutionary, they were common 
sense. These laws were passed on an over-
whelmingly bipartisan basis. One could even 
say that these environmental laws were so im-
portant that they were, in fact, nonpartisan. 

Sadly, the tide has turned. 
The Bush administration has shown, over 

and again, that they care more about their cor-
porate buddies than the health and well-being 
of the American public. This has resulted in 
the weakening of some of our most funda-
mental environmental protections, including 
the Clean Water Act and the National Environ-

mental Policy Act. Producing profits for their 
fat cat friends has given rise to plans to open 
protected lands for oil and gas drilling. Com-
mercial logging companies have been invited 
into our national forests and attempts to 
dredge and fill our wetlands. Mr. Speaker, this 
administration does not recognize that we can 
have, and we have had, both economic 
booms and environmental protection. The two 
are not mutually exclusive. 

One item on this extreme, anti-environment 
agenda is altering our current Superfund pro-
gram. My colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle have abandoned the ‘‘polluter pays’’ prin-
ciple and have instead turned to the taxpayer 
to ‘‘pay the polluter’’ and shoulder the cost of 
toxic waste cleanups. In 1995, the Clinton ad-
ministration paid for 82 percent of toxic waste 
clean-ups from the Superfund Trust Fund, 
funded by polluter-paid fees. The current ad-
ministration, on the other hand, has emptied 
this fund and are handing the bill to the Amer-
ican taxpayer. Furthermore, the swiftness of 
cleanups has declined 45 percent from the av-
erage of 87 sites per year during President 
Clinton’s second term to a mere 40 sites in 
2003. Polluters need to be held responsible, 
which is why ‘‘polluter pays’’ should be re-
stored. 

Furthermore, my Republican colleagues 
have undermined the safeguards put in place 
by the Clean Water Act. President Bush’s 
guidance to federal agencies has left 20 mil-
lion acres of wetlands and countless miles of 
streams unprotected. What’s more, the admin-
istration is proposing to slash states’ Clean 
Water revolving loan funds by $492 million in 
2005. Mr. Speaker, the Clean Water Act pro-
tects all waters of the United States, a fact this 
administration fails to see. Today, as a result 
of the Clean Water Act, our lakes, rivers, and 
streams are in considerably better condition 
than they were 30 years ago. But that 
progress can easily be lost. We cannot let 
these unprincipled rascals in the White House 
continue to roll back the Clean Water Act. 

An additional assault on our environmental 
laws appears in President Bush’s forest policy. 
I am particularly concerned that President 
Bush’s plan calls for overriding and ignoring 
many environmental rules, resulting in the sti-
fling of public input and the reliance on private 
industry to do work on local forests. This out-
landish plan attempts to justify destroying for-
ests in the name of saving them. The roadless 
rule has opened pristine forests, such as the 
Tongass National Forest, to logging projects, 
threatening one of America’s few remaining 
temperate rain forests. As the author of the 
National Environmental Policy Act, I believe 
the Federal Government must weigh the envi-
ronmental consequences of an action before it 
is undertaken. This is a common sense law 
that needs to be enforced, not rolled back. 

When I first arrived in Congress, the United 
States had virtually no environmental protec-
tion statutes on the books. Businesses, gov-
ernments and individuals could spew into the 
air, pump into the water, or dump onto the 
ground virtually anything—with impunity. Our 
Government has made strong environmental 
gains during the past generation and the cur-
rent administration is a threat to that progress. 
Ultimately, it must be our goal as a nation to 
create and maintain a vibrant, thriving and 
healthy ecosystem. 

Mr. Speaker, we borrow the Earth from fu-
ture generations, and we owe it to these future 
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inhabitants to protect it to the best of our abil-
ity. We have serious environmental problems, 
but unfortunately, the Bush administration is 
making matters worse, not better. 

Mr. ACEVEDO-VILÁ. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to show strong support for Earth Day. It 
is a great opportunity to encourage citizens to 
be conscious and take action regarding their 
responsibility towards environmental protec-
tion. 

The first Earth Day was held in 1970 as an 
annual event to honor our planet and our re-
sponsibility for it. Earth Day’s purpose is to 
educate our citizens of the importance of con-
serving the environment and to encourage 
them to restore their local community, improv-
ing quality of life and human health for all. 

The natural resources of Earth are the es-
sential components of our environment and 
the development of life; therefore our dedica-
tion to its conservation is very important for 
sustaining future generations. Currently, Puer-
to Rico, as well as the rest of the world, is fac-
ing many environmental challenges due pri-
marily to human development and environ-
mental pollution. Essential resources such as 
water, air, soil and biodiversity are threatened 
by human activity. The existing population of 
Puerto Rico is almost 4 million people and this 
overpopulation results in limited available re-
sources to support its residents. Water scar-
city and contamination, air pollution and cli-
mate change, the destruction of natural habi-
tats for construction, erosion causing water 
shortage, and the endangerment of many spe-
cies are among the main problems that our 
environment is facing. 

Pure water is essential for all life on Earth 
and provides habitat to many organisms. The 
human race is putting in serious danger this 
vital resource by the energy production, inter-
ruption of water flows, deforestation, and the 
wasting of water by those who overuse this re-
source. Air is an essential resource for life as 
well. Its pollution comes primarily from coal 
burning power plants, automobiles, and indus-
trial operations. These activities affect not only 
human health but also the atmosphere that 
protects us from the sun’s radiation. Human 
activities also destroy biodiversity through con-
tamination, deforestation and destruction of 
natural habitats for construction and other de-
velopments. As humans, we are totally de-
pendent on nature for survival and, instead of 
conserving, our actions negatively impact na-
ture. 

In Puerto Rico, we are faced with immediate 
challenges in areas like Vieques, Culebra and 
Roosevelt Roads, where contamination threat-
ens the health and well being of thousands of 
residents, water quality, and sustainable eco-
nomic development. Residents of these re-
gions deserve full and prompt clean up and 
decontamination of their lands. Another chal-
lenge for the Island is the protection and re-
covery of endangered species population. En-
demic species’ population such as the golden 
coquı́ (Eleutherodactylus jasperi), the Puerto 
Rican boa (Epricates inornatus), and the Puer-
to Rican parrot (Amazona vittata) that lives pri-
marily at the Caribbean National Forest, El 
Yunque, have been significantly reduced due 
to encroachments of their habitats. The West 
Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus) and the 
green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas) are other 
examples of endangered species as a result 
of marine contamination on coastal areas due 
to human development. 

In order to protect some of the natural envi-
ronment of Puerto Rico, I have introduced leg-
islation designating approximately 10,000 
acres of land in the Caribbean National Forest 
in Puerto Rico as the El Toro Wilderness and 
as a component of the National Wilderness 
Preservation System. Through this legislation, 
the habitats within the El Toro Wilderness will 
be protected, as well as the forest’s magnifi-
cent biodiversity. 

It is necessary to educate our citizens about 
the importance of environmental conservation 
and conservation practices to maintain the 
natural resources of Puerto Rico and the rest 
of the world for future generations. This can 
be better accomplished by providing informa-
tion through schools, communication media, 
conservation programs, and volunteer or spe-
cial activities. Earth Day is a perfect moment 
to put in practice these goals by instructing 
and encouraging citizens to contribute to envi-
ronmental conservation. As responsible and 
dedicated citizens to the conservation of our 
environment, Earth Day should become an 
every day priority to ensure and increase the 
quality of life and human health. Earth Day is 
not only one day; it is every day because 
every day is a good time to consider our envi-
ronment, and take action to protect the nature 
that surrounds us. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on the subject of this Special Order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BURNS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Oregon? 

There was no objection. 
f 

THE REAL LESSONS OF 9/11 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. PAUL) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, we are con-
stantly admonished to remember the 
lessons of 9/11. Of course, the real issue 
is not remembering, but rather know-
ing what the pertinent lesson of that 
sad day is. The 9/11 Commission will 
soon release its report after months of 
fanfare by those whose reputations are 
at stake. 

The many hours and dollars spent on 
the investigation may well reveal little 
we do not already know, while ignoring 
the most important lessons that should 
be learned from this egregious attack 
on our homeland. Common sense al-
ready tells us the tens of billions of 
dollars spent by the agencies of govern-
ment whose job it is to promote secu-
rity and intelligence for our country 
failed. 

A full-fledged investigation into the 
bureaucracy may help us in the future, 
but one should never pretend that a 
government bureaucracy can be made 
efficient. It is the very nature of a bu-
reaucracy to be inefficient. Spending 
an inordinate amount of time finger- 

pointing will distract from the real les-
sons of 9/11. Which agency, which de-
partment, or which individual receives 
the most blame should not be the main 
purpose of the investigation. 

Despite the seriousness of our failure 
to prevent the attacks, it is disturbing 
to see how politicized the whole inves-
tigation has become. Which political 
party receives the greatest blame is a 
high-stakes election-year event and 
distracts from the real lessons ignored 
by both sides. 

Everyone I have heard speak on the 
issue has assumed that the 9/11 attacks 
resulted from the lack of government 
action. No one in Washington has 
raised the question of whether our 
shortcomings brought to light by 9/11 
could have been a result of too much 
government. Possibly in the final re-
port we will hear this discussed, but, to 
date, no one has questioned the as-
sumption that we need more govern-
ment and, of course, though elusive, a 
more efficient one. The failure to un-
derstand the nature of the enemy who 
attacked us on 9/11, along with a pre-
determined decision to initiate a pre-
emptive war against Iraq, prompted 
our government to deceive the people 
into believing that Saddam Hussein 
had something to do with the attacks 
on New York and Washington. 

The majority of the American people 
still contend that the war against Iraq 
was justified because of the events of 
9/11. These misinterpretations have led 
to many U.S. military deaths and cas-
ualties prompting a growing number of 
Americans to question the wisdom of 
our presence and purpose in a strange, 
foreign land 6,000 miles from our 
shores. 

The neocon defenders of our policy in 
Iraq speak of the benefits that we have 
brought to the Iraqi people: removal of 
a violent dictator, liberation, democ-
racy and prosperity. That the world is 
a safer place is yet to be proven. So far 
it is just not so. 

If all of this were true, the resistance 
against our occupation would not be 
growing. We ought to admit we have 
not been welcomed as liberators as was 
promised by the proponents of the war. 
Though we hear much about the so- 
called benefits we have delivered to the 
Iraqi people and the Middle East, we 
hear little talk of the cost to the 
American people: lives lost, soldiers 
maimed for life, uncounted thousands 
sent home with diseased bodies and 
minds, billions of dollars consumed, 
and a major cloud placed over U.S. 
markets and the economy. 

Sharp political divisions reminiscent 
of the 1960s are rising at home. Failing 
to understand why 9/11 happened and 
looking for a bureaucratic screw-up to 
explain the whole thing, while using 
the event to start an unprovoked war 
unrelated to 9/11, have dramatically 
compounded the problems all Ameri-
cans and the world face. 

Evidence has shown that there was 
no connection between Saddam Hus-
sein and the guerrilla attacks on New 
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York and Washington. And since no 
weapons of mass destruction were 
found, other reasons are given for in-
vading Iraq. 

b 1830 

The real reasons are either denied or 
ignored: oil, neoconservative, empire 
building and our support for Israel over 
the Palestinians. 

The proponents of the Iraqi war do 
not hesitate to impugn the character of 
those who point out the shortcomings 
of current policy, calling them unpatri-
otic and appeasers of terrorism. It is 
said that they are responsible for the 
growing armed resistance and for the 
killing of American soldiers. It is con-
veniently ignored that if the opponents 
of the current policy had had their 
way, not one single American would 
have died, nor would tens of thousands 
of Iraqi civilians have suffered the 
same fate. Al Qaeda and many new mil-
itant groups would not be enjoying a 
rapid growth in their ranks. 

By denying that our sanctions and 
bombs brought havoc to Iraq, it is easy 
to play the patriot card and find a 
scapegoat to blame. We are never at 
fault and never responsible for bad out-
comes of what many believe is, albeit 
well-intentioned, interference in the 
affairs of others 6,000 miles from our 
shores. Pursuing our policy has boiled 
down to testing our resolve. 

It is said by many who did not even 
want to go to war that now we have no 
choice but to stay the course. They 
argue that it is a noble gesture to be 
courageous and continue no matter 
how difficult the task. But that should 
not be the issue. It is not a question of 
resolve, but rather a question of wise 
policy. If the policy is flawed, and the 
world and our people are less safe for 
it, unshakable resolve is the opposite 
of what we need. 

Staying the course only makes sense 
when the difficult tasks are designed to 
protect our country and to thwart 
those who pose a direct threat to us. 
Wilsonian idealism of self-sacrifice to 
make the world safe for democracy 
should never be an excuse to wage pre-
emptive war, especially since it almost 
never produces the desired results. 
There are always too many unintended 
consequences. 

In our effort to change the political 
structure of Iraq, we continue alliances 
with dictators and even develop new 
ones with countries that are anything 
but democracies. We have a close alli-
ance with Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, and 
many other Arab dictatorships, and a 
new one with Qadhafi of Libya. This 
should raise questions about the credi-
bility of our commitment to promoting 
democracy in Iraq, which even our own 
governments would not tolerate. Show 
me one neocon that would accept a na-
tional election that would put the rad-
ical Shiites in charge. As Secretary 
Rumsfeld said, it is not going to hap-
pen. 

These same people are condemning 
the recent democratic decisions made 

in Spain. We should remember that 
since World War II, in 35 U.S. attempts 
to promote democracy around the 
world, none have succeeded. Pro-
ponents of war too often fail to con-
template the unintended consequences 
of an aggressive foreign policy. So far, 
the antiwar forces have not been sur-
prised with the chaos that has now be-
come Iraq’s, or Iran’s participation, 
but even they cannot know all the 
long-term shortcomings of such a pol-
icy. 

In an eagerness to march on Bagh-
dad, the neocons gloated, and I heard 
them, of the shock and awe that was 
about to hit the Iraqi people. It turns 
out that the real shock and awe is that 
we are further from peace in Iraq than 
we were a year ago. And Secretary 
Rumsfeld admits his own surprise. 

The only policy now offered is to es-
calate the war and avenge the death of 
American soldiers. If they kill 10 of our 
troops, we will kill 100 of theirs. Up 
until now, announcing the number of 
Iraqi deaths has purposely been avoid-
ed, but the new policy proclaims our 
success by announcing the number of 
Iraqis killed. But the more we kill, the 
greater becomes the incitement of the 
radical Islamic militant. 

The harder we try to impose our will 
on them, the greater the resistance be-
comes. Amazingly, our occupation has 
done what was at one time thought to 
be impossible. It has united the Sunnis 
and the Shiites against our presence. 
Although this is probably temporary, 
it is real and has deepened our prob-
lems in securing Iraq. The results are 
escalations of the conflict and the re-
quirements for more troops. This accel-
eration of the killing is called pacifica-
tion, a bit of 1984 newspeak. 

The removing of Saddam Hussein has 
created a stark irony. The willingness 
and intensity of the Iraqi people to 
fight for their homeland has increased 
manyfold. Under Saddam Hussein es-
sentially no resistance occurred. In-
stead of jubilation and parades for the 
liberators, we face much greater and 
unified effort to throw out all for-
eigners than when Saddam Hussein was 
in charge. 

It is not whether the Commission in-
vestigation of the causes of 9/11 is un-
warranted, if the Commissioners are 
looking in the wrong places for an-
swers, it is whether much will be 
achieved. 

I am sure we will hear that the bu-
reaucracy failed, whether it was the 
FBI, the CIA, the National Security 
Council or all of them, for failure to 
communicate with each other. This 
will not answer the question of why we 
were attacked and why our defenses 
were so poor. Even though $40 billion 
are spent on intelligence gathering 
each year, the process failed us. 

Now, it is likely to be said that what 
we need is more money and more effi-
ciency. Yet that approach fails to rec-
ognize that depending on government 
agencies to be efficient is a risky as-
sumption. We should support any effort 

to make the intelligence agencies more 
effective, but one thing is certain: 
More money will not help. Of the $40 
billion spent annually for intelligence, 
too much is spent on nation building 
and activities unrelated to justified 
surveillance. 

There are two other lessons that 
must be learned if we hope to benefit 
by studying and trying to explain the 
disaster that hit us on 9/11. If we fail to 
learn them, we cannot be made safer, 
and the opposite is more likely to 
occur. The first point is to understand 
who assumes the most responsibility 
for securing our homes and businesses 
in a free society. It is not the police. 
There are too few of them, and it is not 
their job to stand guard outside our 
houses and places of business. More 
crime occurs in the inner city where 
there are not only more police, but 
more restrictions on property owners’ 
rights to bear and use weapons if in-
vaded by hoodlums. In safer rural areas 
where every home has a gun and some-
one in it who is willing to use it, there 
is no false dependency on the police 
protecting them, but full reliance on 
the owner’s responsibility to deal with 
any property violators. This under-
standing works rather well, at least 
better than in the inner cities where 
the understanding is totally different. 

How does this apply to the 9/11 trage-
dies? The airline owners accept the 
rules of the inner city rather than that 
of rural America. They all assume that 
the government was in charge of air-
line security, and, unfortunately, by 
law it was. Not only were the airlines 
complacent about security, but the 
FAA dictated all the rules relating to 
potential hijacking. Chemical plants or 
armored truck companies that carry 
money make the opposite assumptions, 
and private guns do a reasonably good 
job in providing security. Evidently we 
think more of our money and chemical 
plants than we do our passengers on 
airplanes. 

The complacency of the airlines is 
one thing, but the intrusiveness of the 
FAA is another. Two specific regula-
tions proved to be disastrous for deal-
ing with the thugs who, without even a 
single gun, took over four airlines and 
created the havoc of 9/11. Both the pro-
hibition against guns being allowed in 
the cockpit and precise instructions 
that crews not resist hijackers contrib-
uted immensely to the horrors of 9/11. 
Instead of immediately legalizing a 
natural right of personal self-defense 
guaranteed by an explicit second 
amendment freedom, we still do not 
have armed pilots in the sky. 

Instead of more responsibility given 
to the airline companies, the govern-
ment has taken over the entire process. 
This has been encouraged by the air-
line owners, who seek subsidies and in-
surance protection. Of course, the non-
sense of never resisting has been for-
ever vetoed by passengers. 

Unfortunately, the biggest failure of 
our government will be ignored. I am 
sure the Commission will not relate 
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our foreign policy of interventionism, 
practiced by both major parties for 
over 100 years, to being seriously 
flawed and the most important reason 
9/11 occurred. Instead, the claims will 
stand that the motivation behind 9/11 
was our freedoms, prosperity and our 
way of life. If this error persists, all the 
tinkering and money to improve the 
intelligence gathering will bear little 
fruit. 

Over the years the entire psychology 
of national defense has been com-
pletely twisted. Very little attention 
has been directed towards protecting 
our national borders and providing 
homeland security. 

Our attention all too often was and 
still is directed outward toward distant 
lands. Now a significant number of our 
troops are engaged in Afghanistan and 
Iraq. We have kept troops in Korea for 
over 50 years, and thousands of troops 
remain in Europe and in over 130 other 
countries. This twisted philosophy of 
ignoring our national borders while 
pursuing an empire created a situation 
where Seoul, Korea, was better pro-
tected than Washington, D.C., on 9/11. 
These priorities must change, but I am 
certain the 9/11 Commission will not 
address this issue. This misdirected 
policy has prompted the current pro-
tracted war in Iraq, which has gone on 
now for 13 years with no end in sight. 

The al Qaeda attacks should not be 
used to justify more intervention. In-
stead they should be seen as a guerilla 
attacks against us for what the Arabs 
and the Muslim world see as our inva-
sion and interference in their home-
land. This cycle of escalation is rapidly 
spreading the confrontation worldwide 
between the Christian West and the 
Muslim East. With each escalation the 
world becomes more dangerous. It is 
especially made worse when we retali-
ate against Muslims and Arabs who 
had nothing to do with 9/11, as we have 
in Iraq, further confirming the sus-
picions of the Muslim masses that our 
goals are more about oil and occupa-
tion than they are about punishing 
those responsible for 9/11. 

Those who claim that Iraq is another 
Vietnam are wrong. They cannot be 
the same. There are too many dif-
ferences in time, place and cir-
cumstance. But that does not mean the 
Iraqi conflict cannot last longer, 
spread throughout the region and pos-
sibly throughout the world, making it 
potentially much worse than what we 
suffered in Vietnam. 

In the first 6 years we were in Viet-
nam, we lost less than 500 troops. Over 
700 of our troops have been killed in 
Iraq in just over a year. Our neglect at 
pursuing the al Qaeda and bin Laden in 
Pakistan and Afghanistan and divert-
ing resources to Iraq have seriously 
compromised our ability to maintain a 
favorable world opinion of support and 
cooperation in this effort. Instead, we 
have chaos in Iraq while the Islamists 
are being financed by a booming drug 
business from U.S-occupied Afghani-
stan. 

Continuing to deny that the setbacks 
against us are related to our overall 
foreign policy of foreign meddling 
throughout many years and many ad-
ministrations makes a victory over our 
enemies nearly impossible. Not under-
standing the true nature and motiva-
tion of those who have and will commit 
deadly attacks against us prevents a 
sensible policy from being pursued. 

b 1845 

Guerrilla warriors who are willing to 
risk and sacrifice their all as part of a 
war that they see as defensive are a far 
cry philosophically from a band of 
renegades who, out of unprovoked hate, 
seek to destroy us and kill themselves 
in the process. How we fight back de-
pends on understanding these dif-
ferences. 

Of course, changing our foreign pol-
icy to one of no preemptive war, no na-
tion-building, no entangling alliances, 
no interference in the internal affairs 
of other nations, and trade and friend-
ship with all those who seek it, is no 
easy task. The real obstacle, though, is 
to understand the motives behind our 
current foreign policy of perpetual 
meddling in the affairs of others for 
more than 100 years. Understanding 
why both political parties agree on the 
principles of continuous foreign inter-
vention is crucial. Those reasons are 
multiple and varied. 

They range from the persistent Wil-
sonian idealism of making the world 
safe for democracy to the belief that 
we must protect our oil. Also contrib-
uting to this bipartisan foreign policy 
view is the notion that promoting 
world government is worthwhile. This 
involves support for the United Na-
tions, NATO, control of the world’s re-
sources through the IMF, the World 
Bank, the WTO, NAFTA, FTAA and the 
Law of the Sea Treaty, all of which 
gained the support of those sympa-
thetic to the poor and socialism, while 
too often the benefits accrue to the 
well-connected international corpora-
tions and bankers sympathetic to eco-
nomic fascism. 

Sadly, in the process, the people are 
forgotten, especially those who pay the 
taxes; those who lives are lost and sac-
rificed in no-win, undeclared wars; and 
the unemployed and the poor who lose 
out as the economic consequences of fi-
nancing our foreign entanglements 
evolve. 

Regardless of one’s enthusiasm or 
lack thereof for the war and the gen-
eral policy of maintaining American 
troops in more than 130 countries, one 
cold fact must be soon recognized by 
all of us here in the Congress. The 
American people cannot afford it; and 
when the market finally recognizes the 
overcommitment we have made, the re-
sults will not be pleasing to anyone. 

A guns-and-butter policy was flawed 
in the 1960s and gave us interest rates 
of 21 percent in the 1970s with high in-
flation rates. The current guns-and- 
butter policy is even more massive, and 
our economic infrastructure is more 

fragile than it was back then. These 
facts will dictate our inability to con-
tinue this policy both internationally 
and domestically. 

It is true, an unshakable resolve to 
stay the course in Iraq or any other hot 
spot can be pursued for many years; 
but when a country is adding to its fu-
ture indebtedness by over $700 billion 
per year, it can only be done with great 
economic sacrifice to all our citizens. 

Huge deficits financed by borrowing 
and Federal Reserve monetization are 
an unsustainable policy and always 
lead to higher price inflation, higher 
interest rates, a continued erosion of 
the dollar’s value, and a faltering econ-
omy. Economic law dictates that the 
standard of living then must go down 
for all Americans, except for the privi-
leged few who have an inside track on 
government largess if this policy of 
profligate spending continues. 

Unfortunately, the American people, 
especially the younger generation, will 
have to decide whether to languish 
with the current policy or reject the 
notion that perpetual warfare and con-
tinued growth in entitlements should 
be pursued indefinitely. I am sure the 
commission will not deal with the flaw 
in the foreign policy endorsed by both 
parties for these many, many years. 

I hope the commission tells us, 
though, why members of the bin Laden 
family were permitted immediately 
after 9/11 to leave the United States 
without interrogation when no other 
commercial or private flights were al-
lowed. That event should have been 
thoroughly studied and explained to 
the American people. We actually had 
a lot more reason to invade Saudi Ara-
bia than we did Iraq in connection with 
9/11; but that country, obviously no 
friend of democracy, remains an un-
challenged ally of the United States 
with few questions asked. 

I am afraid the commission will an-
swer only a few questions while raising 
many new ones. Overall, though, the 
commission has been beneficial and 
provides some reassurance to those 
who believe we operate in a much too 
closed-off society. Fortunately, any ad-
ministration under the current system 
still must respond to reasonable inquir-
ies. 

f 

HAITI 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BURNS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 2003, the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MEEK) is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
once again, it is a great honor to ad-
dress the House of Representatives and 
the American people on a recent armed 
services trip that I took to Haiti and 
also talk about Haiti and the U.S. rela-
tions as we move forth from this point 
on. 

Many Americans understand the 
changes that Haiti has gone through 
and the Haitian people, but tonight I 
wanted to share a few things because 

VerDate mar 24 2004 03:49 Apr 23, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00088 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K22AP7.155 H22PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2357 April 22, 2004 
many times we hear on the news and 
read in the newspaper about what is 
going on in Port-au-Prince, Haiti; what 
happened today in Port-au-Prince, 
Haiti; what happened as it relates to 
government, a lack of a parliament and 
the legislature in Haiti; an interim 
government in Haiti; what is hap-
pening as relates to AIDS and HIV in 
Haiti; also, as it pertains to hunger in 
Haiti and transportation. I think it is 
so very, very important, since Haiti 
had so much to do and does have so 
much to do with our very own inde-
pendence. 

Haiti took part in helping us fight for 
our own independence. ‘‘Us’’ is the 
United States of America. There are 
many Haitian Americans that are play-
ing vital roles not only in our govern-
ment but also in our democracy here in 
the United States, and I must say that 
this is a very pivotal time for Haiti. So 
I would ask the American people and 
Members of the Congress to just take a 
moment and pay attention to some of 
the things that I would like to share 
with my colleagues this evening to 
talk about this country, and I am 
going to have a map put up here beside 
me talking about why it is important 
that the United States of America 
plays a very strong role in not the re-
building of Haiti but the building of 
Haiti, a country that is comprised of 
people that work every day, a country 
that wants to continue to move forth 
as a democracy, and I am going to ad-
dress that. I am going to continue to 
address the issue of democracy because 
democracy is very, very important. 

As my colleagues know, many thou-
sands of miles away from the United 
States of America we are working hard 
to create and to also maintain democ-
racies throughout the world; but I will 
tell my colleagues, as it relates to 
Haiti being in our own hemisphere, 
being the poorest country in our hemi-
sphere, in the Caribbean, the very same 
Caribbean, I myself being from Miami, 
cruise ship capital of the world, many 
Americans and people throughout the 
world cruise the Caribbean for celebra-
tion, relaxation and sun; but Haiti that 
sits in the middle of our Caribbean, 
northern Caribbean, is a country that 
is in desperate need of assistance. 

With the United States being the 
largest, most vibrant free society on 
the face of the Earth, the richest coun-
try on the face of the Earth, we are 
doing, in my opinion, more to Haiti 
than for Haiti; and that is the reason 
why we have to go through a paradigm 
shift. 

First of all, I just would like to point 
out here, Haiti is actually only 600 
miles away from the United States; 
and as we start talking about Haiti, we 
have to look at the Bahamas. That is 
up here. That is our friend and ally 
that has been really working with the 
United States as it relates to making 
sure that we not only stop the flow of 
illegal narcotics but also the flow of il-
legal immigrants to the United States 
of America. We have Jamaica down 

here that has also been very helpful to 
the United States in making sure that 
we fight the war against drugs and also 
illegal immigration. 

I think it is very important for us to 
understand, 600 miles away, Cuba is ac-
tually 90 miles away, and we have 
many Haitians that are looking for 
safe harbor in the United States due to 
political persecution. I just want to 
talk for a moment, since we know ex-
actly where Haiti is now and we know 
exactly where it sits as it relates to 
our own homeland security and where 
it sits as it relates to our responsibility 
of being able to assist Haiti as much as 
possible with the United Nations, I 
want to just share a few things with 
my colleagues. 

Last Tuesday, I took the opportunity 
to travel to Haiti along with Senator 
BILL NELSON of Florida and also Gen-
eral Hill of SouthCom, who I think the 
commander of Southern Command is 
doing an outstanding job. He has a 
number of Marines that are there as a 
part of the international force to bring 
about peace in Haiti, and they are 
doing the best job that they can do 
under the circumstances. There are 
also French troops that are there in 
the north. 

General Hill and I, we flew to north-
ern Haiti. We actually flew to three 
cities in northern Haiti, and these cit-
ies are small cities but large as it re-
lates to the population in Haiti. 

The first place we traveled to was 
Fort Liberte, which is a city of over 
5,000 people. French troops are up here 
securing this area of Haiti. It is close 
to the Dominican border, and there are 
a number of poor individuals there that 
are mainly fishermen and peasants. We 
walked through the streets of this city, 
dirt roads, and spoke to everyday Hai-
tians; and I was stopped by a father 
that had two daughters that were 
dressed the same. They had matching 
umbrellas, in the heat of the day. This 
is Haitian time, maybe around 10:30, 
eleven o’clock. It was lunchtime. He 
was walking his daughters home, and I 
asked him how is life, through an in-
terpreter, and he said, well, it is quite 
difficult because we have not had 
power in our city since December of 
last year. 

Being from Miami and understanding 
hurricanes and disasters and power 
being knocked out, it is very difficult 
to survive. It is very difficult to be able 
to maintain some level of normalcy 
without having power and utilities; and 
that is so very, very important. It is an 
area that we have to make sure that 
we get more humanitarian assistance 
in the area of food, also in the area of 
clean drinking water; and definitely 
electricity should be provided up in 
this area. 

We then moved from Fort Liberte 
that we see here over to Cap Haitian, 
which is also a border area. It is not a 
border area, but they have a port that 
is there, a deep water port that could 
be open for commerce, but right now 
the main business that they have now 

is humanitarian aid that actually 
comes in from that particular area. 
They have the World Food Programme 
that is there in that area that is pro-
viding meals every day. The population 
there is approximately 100,000 Haitians. 

I met with representatives from the 
Catholic Relief Services and also the 
archdiocese of Cap Haitian and from 
the World Food Programme. I also met 
with local school educators, which it 
was a very good meeting that we had, 
also a representative from a local or-
phanage. 

b 1900 

We met there at the airport, and I 
must say that when we met there, it 
was more like an airport hangar. And 
in that region of Haiti, it is still a very 
dangerous region. Rebel forces still 
control half of Haiti. Now, I am not 
saying that rebel forces are violent or 
not violent, but what I am saying is 
that danger is still present there in Cap 
Haitien and throughout certain parts 
of Haiti. Even though we have French 
troops in the area, there is still a level 
of danger that is there. 

We met with the school representa-
tives that were there, the principal of a 
primary elementary school and also a 
principal of a number of the high 
schools that we would call our ninth 
grade through twelfth grade experi-
ence. They both said that they have 
the issues of power. This is a major, 
major issue in this country, and Haiti 
has to have some level of commerce, 
some level of economic development to 
be able to help itself. And I think for 
very little investment from the United 
Nations and from the United States of 
America we can achieve that. 

So we had the opportunity to meet 
for about an hour and 15 minutes while 
General Hill moved on, meeting with 
the French troops, making sure our co-
alition is strong there in order to pro-
vide the right atmosphere for another 
larger United Nations force to take 
over. 

I also spoke with one of the rep-
resentatives from the archdiocese of 
the Catholic Church, and Catholic Re-
lief Services, and he spoke to me in 
Creole, and through an interpreter he 
said, Congressman, that is fine. It is 
fine that you are here. We are glad that 
you are here. But we have had other 
visitors from the United States of 
America, though this was the first 
time he said he had personally met 
with a Member of Congress. But people 
come and people go, and Haitians are 
used to hearing, using his words, oh, 
this is wonderful; and, yes, we will take 
our notes, and we appreciated the 
meeting, and we will be back. And he 
said many people board planes and 
boats, and they leave, and they never 
see them ever again. 

But this issue of hunger, the issue of 
the lack of having the opportunity to 
build jobs, the issue of children needing 
to be educated are very important. 
This is a very fertile area for economic 
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development. We can put local peas-
ants to work. And I am going to come 
back to that a little later on. 

We moved from Cap Haitien by heli-
copter, a very mountainous area along 
this area between Cap Haitien and the 
city of Gonaives. Gonaives is an inter-
esting city because this is where the 
rebellion started, right here in 
Gonaives, which many of the rebels are 
still there in that city. It is a very dan-
gerous place. 

The security responsibility of 
Gonaives is in the hands of the French 
troops that are there, and I commend 
those men and women that are there 
serving on behalf of the United Na-
tions’ international presence. I met 
with representatives of the CARE orga-
nization, which is one of the three to 
four providers that provide food 
through USAID, and he shared with me 
that, once again, energy, power, being 
able to keep the lights on in Haiti, in 
Gonaives, why power is so important; 
because, guess what, it generates clean 
drinking water. 

They have four pumps in that city. 
Three of them work, but one of them 
needs repairs. These are very small 
things. These are issues that usually a 
city government or a county govern-
ment may have an issue, and they ap-
propriate a very small number of dol-
lars towards repairing that, and the 
problem is solved. But fuel and petro-
leum is an issue in Haiti right now be-
cause of the lack of power. In Haiti 
they have to use gas generators, which 
is very expensive, so this means some 
days the pumps work, and other days 
they do not work. 

They also provide meals for 60,000 
people in this city of 200,000 people, 
which he said they can do a lot more. 
It is 70 miles northwest of Port-au- 
Prince, Haiti. Now, one would say, why 
would you have to travel by helicopter? 
Well, Haiti is a very mountainous area, 
and the roads in Haiti, if Americans 
have experienced a dirt road experi-
ence, magnify that by 10 times. The 
best built road in Haiti was built by 
the United States Army Corps of Engi-
neers in 1994. So it is very, very dif-
ficult to travel from Port-au-Prince to 
Gonaives. 

We returned back on that Tuesday, 
back to Port-au-Prince, and flew back 
to Miami, Florida. Senator NELSON 
flew back to South America on another 
mission. The reason why we could not 
stay overnight in Haiti, my colleagues, 
was due to the fact that they still have 
a departure order in Haiti. It is that 
dangerous. It is so dangerous that even 
myself, a Member of Congress, not only 
had U.S. Marine security but State De-
partment security on top of that and 
Haitian national police security. 

Imagine. I can walk down the streets 
of the United States of America, even 
here in Washington, D.C., without se-
curity. I might be a little security-con-
scious, but without physical security, 
and without M–5 semiautomatic ma-
chine guns, but I cannot stay overnight 
in Haiti. The State Department will 

not allow me to stay overnight in 
Haiti. So imagine some who may feel 
any credible claim of fear or persecu-
tion, imagine what they may feel with-
out security, without having armored 
vehicles to ride around the streets of 
Port-au-Prince in. 

So we flew back to Miami Wednes-
day, stayed there, Thursday returned 
back to Haiti and spent that day, all 
day, in Port-au-Prince, and met with 
the USAID mission that is there, Di-
rector David Adams, who I believe is 
doing an outstanding job. And I want 
to say not only to his staff but to the 
administrators here with USAID, you 
could not have a better, more com-
mitted staff in Haiti than what you 
have under the leadership of Director 
Adams. He is emotionally attached to 
the work. But they need more re-
sources to be able to do the things they 
need to do to develop jobs in Haiti, and 
I will address that in a few seconds. 

I think it is important for us to re-
member that we have a lot of people 
doing great things in Haiti, but more 
needs to be done. We met with non-
governmental organizations from Hai-
ti’s southern claw. 

Now, let me just point out the south-
ern claw of Haiti. This looks pretty 
much like a lobster claw or a crab 
claw, but this is the southern claw. 
This is Port-au-Prince, Haiti, the cap-
ital, where the Presidential palace is 
located. You hear a lot about events 
taking place here. Port-au-Prince, 
Haiti, is the most populated city in 
Haiti, and it is its nation’s capital. 
There is the southern claw, along this 
area here, south of Port-au-Prince. 

This southern claw is not secured 
yet. This southern claw is still con-
trolled by rebel forces. This southern 
claw is where many Haitians are hun-
gry. This southern claw is where there 
is no power at all to be able to stimu-
late any level of sensible adult edu-
cation, any level of humanitarian as-
sistance. Everything is run by gener-
ator in the southern claw. 

We have to remember that because I 
am going to talk a little about migra-
tion and the reason why Haitians leave 
Haiti. And I think it is important that 
we remember and we set the stage for 
the environment that they have to live 
in and the environment that we allow 
them to live in, because they are the 
poorest country in our hemisphere. We 
seem to have more interest in areas 
thousands and thousands of miles 
away, while we have this democracy, as 
shaky as it may be, with hungry, starv-
ing people, and very little assistance 
from the U.S. or from the U.N. 

This is an area that can be very vi-
brant and prosperous, much more pros-
perous than what it is right now. Pros-
perity is only in pride in Haiti. There 
are very few numbers of individuals 
that have wealth in Haiti. The average 
per capita income of the everyday Hai-
tian is a little bit over $400. That is a 
year; $400 in U.S. money is the per cap-
ita income for the average Haitian. 
And we will talk about that a little 
later. 

But there is only one road down into 
the southern claw, my colleagues, and 
that road is not a secured road. The 
CMOC that is located there, which is 
operated by Southern Command, pro-
vides the very gateway or security for 
humanitarian efforts to make it to the 
southern claw and some parts of north-
ern Haiti. The U.S. has security re-
sponsibility for Port-au-Prince only at 
this particular time. There are plans to 
move into the southern claw to be able 
to provide the kind of humanitarian as-
sistance and health assistance that is 
needed there. 

CMOC is an acronym which stands 
for the Civil Military Operations Cen-
ter. This center was once located in 
1994 when the Army was there, the 82nd 
Airborne. CMOCs are set up in many 
areas in Iraq, which has the largest 
CMOC. The CMOC in Haiti is a very 
small operation, and it brings together 
nongovernmental organizations where 
they work hand in hand with USAID. 

Once again, the staff that is down 
there at that CMOC, which is mainly 
run by a gentleman that is a reservist, 
a colonel, is doing an outstanding job 
there. I met with Major Ray, who gave 
us an overview of the activities of the 
CMOC there, and my hat is off to those 
individuals, those patriots that are try-
ing to provide just common things for 
the Haitian people and the plans they 
have there of being able to try to assist 
Haitians restore some level of health 
care in Port-au-Prince, and also mak-
ing sure that nongovernmental organi-
zations have a way to be able to carry 
food and the necessary cooking oil, 
things of that nature, to the southern 
claw of Haiti. I commend them. 

The United Nations Development 
Program office tells me that the resi-
dents there are really looking forward, 
and they are continuing to engage the 
citizens of Haiti as it pertains to learn-
ing more about how the United Nations 
can play a role in humanitarian and 
economic development there. I would 
use the philosophy of not giving fish, 
but teaching how to fish. But I must 
say to the American people and to 
Members of Congress, the Haitian peo-
ple are very creative people, so we do 
not necessarily need to teach them how 
to fish, we just have to provide the 
very essentials for them to go ahead 
and move forward with their entrepre-
neurial spirit to provide jobs in Haiti. 

I want to share with my colleagues a 
few more facts about Haiti, and then I 
must talk about immigration, because 
that is the main thrust of the interest 
of our country. It seems to be the main 
thrust of the administration, any ad-
ministration, because of illegal immi-
gration and those individuals who take 
to the sea, and who our Coast Guard 
rescue many times. 

I showed this map that had Florida 
in it. It is 600 miles to Florida from 
Haiti, and 90 miles from Cuba. When I 
was flying over in either a plane or hel-
icopter, 20 feet out of shore, and many 
of the Members of Congress who are 
sports enthusiasts or are into water 
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sports or fishing can understand what I 
mean when I say the deep blue water, 
it was deep blue water. That means 
that once you fall in it, you cannot 
touch the bottom. We have lost thou-
sands, not hundreds but thousands, of 
Haitians trying to escape political per-
secution in Haiti. 

I commend the Coast Guard for the 
work that they have tried to do to pre-
vent the loss of life, but they also have 
a job to do, and they have been ordered 
to do it and they are doing it. I will 
also talk about that. 

First, however, I want to share a lit-
tle about the U.S. involvement. The 
reason why I am here today is to make 
sure that we have a paradigm shift in 
our policy as relates to Haiti. The U.S. 
involvement goes back to 1915 and 1934, 
when we occupied Haiti. The U.S. 
helped set up the Haitian Coast Guard. 
We built the embassy there during that 
period. We built the ambassador’s resi-
dence during that period, and Ambas-
sador Foley, James Foley, I believe, is 
trying to do the best that he can do 
under the circumstances. 

b 1915 

He is going to need the help of this 
Congress to be able to carry out the ef-
fort in Haiti. 

In 1994, the U.N. multinational force, 
led by the United States of America, 
military intervention eventually 
worked towards the return of President 
Aristide. We were there for a very 
short time. I must say a lot was done 
during that period, but not one U.S. 
soldier lost his or her life during that 
period because, contrary to what one 
may hear on television or read in the 
paper, the Haitian people are very 
peaceful. There are a few that create 
thuggery in Haiti and give Haiti a 
black eye that it does not deserve. 

On February 23 of this year, the U.S. 
sent U.S. Marines to secure U.S. facili-
ties, which was a fast response team. In 
March 2004, as a part of a U.N.-backed 
force, the United States, Canadians, 
French and Chileans restored and 
maintained order of Haiti. My hat is off 
to those individuals who served. We 
had a Marine injured in an ambush. 
Marines returned fire, and three or four 
individuals have been killed that have 
tried to attack our men and women in 
uniform. 

Secondly, as it relates to power in 
Port-au-Prince alone, the capital city, 
the largest city, the Marines and 
SouthCom, and once again I cannot say 
enough about them and what they are 
trying to do there, did an assessment of 
the needs of electricity in Haiti be-
cause it means so much. It goes to-
wards the security of Haiti. Just imag-
ine if you did not have lights in your 
neighborhood, what kind of safety, 
what kind of level of safety would you 
have in your neighborhood, let alone a 
sense of community or a community 
that would like to thrive. This was 
done by SouthCom, this report here 
that was given to the Prime Minister, 
saying his number one goal should be 

to ask for international assistance to 
get their energy facilities up to date. 
This can be done for $1.8 million. 

When we look at the size of Port-au- 
Prince, and for Members who are engi-
neers, you know for $1.8 million that is 
a very small price tag to repair the 
power resources in Port-Au-Prince 
alone. Port-au-Prince, Haiti, is not just 
the capital city; it is the heartbeat of 
the economy of Haiti. It is also the 
area we have to secure. 

There is a city called Cite Soleil, 
which is more like what one would call 
squatters. They are tin roofs. In the 
country and heartland of America, you 
may have a barn with a tin roof. That 
makes the four walls and the top of the 
houses in Cite Soleil. Some of the most 
violent gangs are in the Cite Soleil. It 
is important that we understand that 
we have to provide power or have to 
make sure they have power in this city 
because usually when the violence 
starts, it starts in Port-au-Prince, 
Haiti. That is why we hear so much 
about Port-au-Prince, Haiti. We should 
be hearing about the hard-working peo-
ple in Haiti, but we will not hear that 
unless we target to restore and repair 
power there. 

There are U.S. corporations in Port- 
au-Prince in the industrial part, which 
the HERO bill here in this Congress, 
represented by Members in this body 
and the other body, to provide not only 
trade opportunities with Haiti, but to 
also generate jobs within Haiti. One of 
the main cities that would benefit from 
that would be Port-au-Prince, Haiti. 

I think what is also very, very impor-
tant for us to discuss here is the issue 
of immigration. This is the very center 
I believe of the reason why we have to 
do the right thing now. There are a 
number of issues that are going on here 
on this island. We also have the drug 
trade, not Haitians growing poppy 
plants. Haitians are not growing mari-
juana plants or any other thing that 
may create some sort of illegal sub-
stance or illegal drug, but because of 
the lack of an economy in Haiti, drug 
lords have found not safe haven, but an 
opportunity to thrive as a point where 
they can take their drugs to move to 
the next area. 

I want to bring my other chart back 
up because I think it is important that 
we understand what we are dealing 
with here. 

We have Haiti here and within 600 
miles to Miami, Florida. It is maybe 
even a shorter distance to Key West 
and what we call here the Gold Coast. 
As we see the Bahama islands, and 
there are over 700 Bahama islands, we 
have Cuba here. Drug dealers try to 
find some way to work in Haiti due to 
the lack of an economy. If we want to 
head off what we are dealing with in 
Colombia and some other parts of the 
southern hemisphere, we should do the 
right thing as it relates to the econ-
omy. 

But also what comes along with 
drugs is, what, violence. What happens 
especially when you do not have police, 

when you do not have individuals that 
are provided jobs, then you will have a 
very small population of individuals 
that are gangs that will take control 
and will arm themselves and will end 
up giving the government the problems 
that they have now. 

I said I was going to go back to the 
Coast Guard, and I think it is impor-
tant. I do not want Members to feel 
that the Coast Guard is doing some-
thing wrong; they are doing everything 
right in my opinion. They are doing 
what they are told. Being a member of 
the Committee on the Armed Services, 
the Coast Guard carries out their or-
ders. They report to the committee I 
serve on as it relates to the Select 
Committee on Homeland Security; but 
as it relates to U.S. policy towards Hai-
tians that are interdicted at sea, it is 
not just, it is not fair and it is a viola-
tion of international law, period. No 
qualms about it. 

Let me just share something with 
Members. This is not even what has 
happened over the last few years. The 
Coast Guard in January of 2004 inter-
cepted and repatriated 113 Haitians. In 
February of 2004, they intercepted 1,076 
Haitians, but only 11 out of 1,076 Hai-
tians actually were found to have a 
credible claim of fear of persecution. 
Eleven out of 1,076. That means 1,065 
went back to Haiti, and they were re-
patriated in Port-au-Prince. A lot of 
them were leaving because of political 
persecution. They were paraded right 
through Port-au-Prince. Many of them 
left from the northern and southern 
claw of Haiti, trying to escape political 
persecution; and they were repatriated. 
We do not know if those individuals 
made it home or did not. It is a viola-
tion of international law for us to do 
that. 

Now, I said that to say this, what is 
important for us to do here in this Con-
gress, the most important thing that 
we can do is to make sure that we ap-
propriate the necessary dollars, just 
like we appropriate throughout the 
world. We have Members saying we 
have our own issues and we have the 
deficit and other things. Let me say I 
am overly concerned as relates to the 
deficit. I do not take pride as it relates 
to being in the 108th Congress, and his-
tory will say I was in Congress when we 
had the highest deficit in the history of 
the country, the history of the Repub-
lic. But at the same time we are giving 
international assistance to other coun-
tries, in the billions and in the mil-
lions. Haiti is slated to receive in the 
millions, a very small number as it re-
lates to the big numbers that many of 
the other countries are receiving. 

There will be an appropriations 
amendment to ask for $50 million for 
Haiti. The President has asked for $20 
million, and some of that is in in-kind 
contributions, not necessarily hard dol-
lars. It is important for the U.S. to be 
able to appropriate more than what the 
President has asked for for Haiti for 
two reasons. One, we cannot carry out 
acts of repatriating over 1,076 Haitians 
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and say there is no real reason, you are 
leaving for other reasons. The 11 that 
had credible claims of fear, they are 
not in the United States; they are in 
Guantanamo Bay along with the ter-
rorists from the Middle East, the 
enemy combatants that are jailed and 
are an issue before the Supreme Court 
right now. 

So if we do not want Haitians coming 
over to the United States of America, 
if we do not want Haitians risking 
their lives, and we no longer want to 
see on the nightly news 300 Haitians 
falling in the middle of the Gulf 
Stream, and one may see with the Gulf 
Stream right off the coast of Florida 
where they will go on and on and we 
will never find these individuals, if we 
do not want that to happen, we should 
have more thrust to make sure we do 
right in Haiti. I want to say it is very, 
very important that we do this. 

Mr. Speaker, I will be leaving, along 
with a bipartisan delegation, at 7:20 
a.m. from Andrews Air Force Base to 
fly to Haiti and meet with Haitian gov-
ernment officials, those who we may 
call stewards of democracy at this 
time. But it is a very, very important 
message that we are sending to the 
Haitian Government, and that is they 
have to rule with a level hand. 

To the ministers, the Prime Minister, 
I have not met with the President, 
maybe we will do that tomorrow, but it 
is important if they are going to set 
out warrants for members of the 
Lavalas Party and for the Aristide gov-
ernment, the interior minister has al-
ready been jailed of the Aristide gov-
ernment, if you are going to do that, I 
have no qualms about you carrying out 
the rule of law. But if you are putting 
out warrants there, you have to put 
out warrants for the arrest of individ-
uals who are in the rebel forces and 
other parties that we know and they 
are known criminals and are carrying 
out daily acts of thuggery throughout 
Haiti. 

There are some Members in this body 
that will cut off dollars, assistance dol-
lars, if the Haitian Government does 
not stand for equality in making sure 
that we have security for all Haitians. 
The backdrop of American people is 
making sure that we set forth an envi-
ronment for elections. Right now in 
Haiti they do not have this democracy 
that we celebrate here this evening, 
this Congress that allows representa-
tives from different parts of Haiti to 
come to the capital to represent their 
constituents. 

b 1930 
They no longer have a parliament. 

They no longer have an elected presi-
dent. They no longer are able to have 
mayors in their cities. Many of the cit-
ies are mayorless, without leadership; 
and so it is important that we set the 
security stage, that we help Haiti set 
the policy stage of making sure that 
we are able to have those elections so 
they can move forth. 

So on this 200th bicentennial of Hai-
ti’s history and future, this country 

that was one of the first countries to 
get its own independence, Haitians. I 
share with the Prime Minister, who is 
a Haitian who was living in Boca 
Raton, Florida, in my State, that his 
role in this government in this time in 
this place will speak for the next 200 
years. By the agreement of the Prime 
Minister’s being in the office that he is 
in, he can no longer run for office in 
Haiti. He cannot run for office in Haiti. 
He cannot move on to the next govern-
ment that hopefully will be elected. He 
cannot take part in that. So he has an 
opportunity to be an honest broker. 
The people around him in the ministry 
have an opportunity to be honest bro-
kers of making sure that Haitians get 
a fair opportunity to have power, to be 
able to stimulate an economy in Haiti, 
and to be able to work with the inter-
national community to provide the 
kind of assistance that the Haitian 
people deserve. 

Mr. Speaker, if anyone has traveled 
to Haiti, and I will tell the Members 
right now, it cannot help but pull on 
their heart to see people living under 
those circumstances and those condi-
tions to do the things that they do day 
in and day out, to lay flat down and at-
tend house that is clean, which may be 
the ground but it is swept, living under 
those conditions of not being able to 
have the clean water that they need, 
having electricity, but every day they 
try to send their children to school. 
Ninety-five percent of the schools in 
Haiti are privatized. USAID is building 
schools. We commend them for that. 
But the missions and things of that na-
ture are providing an opportunity for 
them to educate themselves. But I can 
say, Mr. Speaker, that it is so very im-
portant. 

So if we are concerned about Hai-
tians coming to the United States ille-
gally trying to escape political perse-
cution because of thuggery in their 
local town or city, then we should have 
an effort here in Haiti to make sure 
that we provide the best environment 
possible for this country. 

We are providing food, yes. We are 
providing medicine, yes. Are we help-
ing Haiti as it relates to HIV and 
AIDS? Of course we are. But those are 
issues of providing fish, not providing 
the resources so that they can go and 
fish for themselves. 

There are some countries that we 
have been in in Europe since World War 
II, Mr. Speaker. It is important that we 
do it right this time so that we do not 
have to deploy U.S. troops, so that we 
do not have to call in Reservists to go 
because our military is stretched too 
thin, so that we do not have to have 
emergency orders through the Security 
Council at the UN. It is very impor-
tant. 

The gentleman from New York (Mr. 
MEEKS), no relation to me, also rep-
resents a large concentration. I have 
the highest concentration of Haitians 
in my district, Haitian Americans. He 
has the second largest in New York. 

I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MEEK) for his leadership and for 
his courageous battle to make sure 
that the people of Haiti are not forgot-
ten, and that is really what this is all 
about, and that is why the leadership 
of the gentleman from Florida’s focus 
has been not on the politics, not on 
what is in the best interest of this one 
or that one. His focus has been on what 
can we do for those people, those aver-
age everyday citizens that live in Haiti 
who have dreams and aspirations just 
like we do, who all they want is for 
their children to be able to have a bet-
ter life, to be able to get an education, 
to be able to go to work to provide a 
living so that they can have a family 
themselves and live a life that is a life 
that is free of violence and that is free 
of the deprivation of food and human 
rights violations. And that is what this 
is really all about. It is about people. 

And I am going to travel with the 
gentleman because he is going, and I 
know there is a bipartisan CODEL that 
will be leaving for Haiti tomorrow 
morning, and I have decided to change 
my schedule based upon his courageous 
trip that he has already taken, that he 
already visited, and he has gone out to 
not just the big cities. He has gone out 
to the side roads. He has gone out to 
the rural areas. He has gone out to 
where the people are. 

And I want to just get a chance to 
get a feel of that so that we can make 
sure when we come back here that we 
can implement a kind of program and a 
kind of attention on Haiti that does 
not last just for 6 months, just for 1 
year or 2 years, but something where it 
is sustained, 10, 15, 20 years, to estab-
lish a true and strong democratic insti-
tution, not for the United States of 
America, quite frankly, not for Canada, 
not for France, not for anybody else, 
but for the people of Haiti, that little 
country that is connected to the island 
of Hispaniola. We need to make sure 
that we do something for those people, 
and I just appreciate the gentleman’s 
leadership on that. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
just want to say to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. MEEKS) quickly that I 
appreciate his speaking out not only 
here on the floor of this great House of 
Representatives but also speaking out 
in the halls of Congress. As the gen-
tleman knows, we partner in a bipar-
tisan effort to try to do what is best for 
Haiti. Regardless of the politics, re-
gardless of who is in control, we are 
supporters; and I know that he joins 
me in that, of democracy. And the only 
way we are going to get to truly elect 
a democracy is making sure that we 
bring the level of safety, number one, 
up in Haiti; number two, set the real 
stage for elections, which the United 
Nations is going to play a role in it. 

And I am glad that he points out the 
fact that we are not trying to impose 
anything on the Haitian people. We 
want to make sure that we are there to 
be the bridge for the Haitian people to 
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move forth and elect its government. 
And the interim government that is in 
there that, I must add, cannot continue 
on past the 2005 elections, that is in the 
agreement, that they have the nec-
essary tools to be able to provide some 
of the things that I talked about here 
tonight. But it is good to have not only 
a partner like the gentleman from New 
York but someone who is willing to 
look at the big picture on behalf of the 
Haitian people. That is just the bottom 
line. 

Mr. MEEKS of New York. That is it, 
Mr. Speaker. I think if we do not cre-
ate the kind of democratic institutions 
and help them go along, and not just 
America, I think that he said it abso-
lutely right. Not just us, but with the 
help of the United Nations, with them 
involved, so that we can create a cli-
mate of security. Because only if they 
have security can they have elections, 
and then only with elections can they 
have a true democratic government. 
And I do not like to get into these com-
parisons to Haiti and Iraq and things of 
that nature. We know that there are 
substantial differences. But one thing 
that is clear is there is a question as to 
what people of Iraq want and wanted. 
There is no question as to what the 
people want. Yes, they want us and 
they want the United Nations there to 
help them. They are begging for us to 
do this. So this is not something that 
is imposed, and they are just saying, if 
you give us the window of opportunity 
to create a secure environment, we 
know what we want to do and we just 
need that kind of help, not just for a 
day or for a week, as I said, but where 
it is a continuous help, and just help us 
get on par with the Dominican Repub-
lic, for example. Forget being another 
United States. 

Help us so that when it is time to ne-
gotiate trade agreements when we are 
doing the FTAA that we as a country 
can take advantage of it and we can 
create the jobs. As the gentleman ap-
propriately said, we can fish on our 
own. 

So we are moving now. We have got 
the FTAA coming. We have got some 
other pieces dealing with the Caribbean 
Basin Initiative. We have got various 
other trade agreements. And if we do 
not help now, these people could be left 
out. But if we help now, they can be in-
cluded in. And guess what? It will be 
short-term pain for us for long-term 
gain for everybody because then they 
will not be dependent upon us. Our 
troops will not be necessary there. 
They then will become a prosperous 
neighbor, and we do not have to worry 
about people coming over in a boat try-
ing to get to our Nation, trying to flee 
an island that should be one of the 
most beautiful islands in all of the Car-
ibbean. That is what this is all about. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
they have some of the best beaches in 
the world, and the cruise ships used to 
go there all the time. Now there is a 
little small part of Haiti on the north-
ern tip that is gated, secured, and they 
go there. 

Does the gentleman from New York 
wish to share with us anything else 
this evening? Because I am going to 
close because I know we have an early 
morning and we have other Members 
who have to address the House. 

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I will close with this: I will follow 
his leadership. He has been a great 
leader, and I think that the people of 
Miami, but more importantly, the peo-
ple of Haiti, are well served by his lead-
ership. I think he is doing this not in a 
political way, but in a bipartisan man-
ner; and I look forward to being with 
him in the morning. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
cannot tell the gentleman how much I 
appreciate his saying that. I hope my 
mother was watching, who is a past 
Member of this body. Hopefully, she 
will see how important and how my 
colleagues think of me. I thank the 
gentleman from coming down. 

I just want to say this very quickly 
in closing, Mr. Speaker, that it is very 
important we do what is right on be-
half of this Nation. It is very impor-
tant, if we are going to have a policy 
and interdict Haitians at sea and we 
want to save lives so that the Coast 
Guard will not have to pick bodies out 
floating face down around the waters of 
Haiti and between the United States of 
America that we provide the kind of 
atmosphere for economic development, 
and I would also say to the Members 
that it is vitally important that we 
continue to pay very close attention in 
a bipartisan way and do what is right 
on behalf of this nation that helped us 
fight for our independence. 

f 

TAXES AND THE IRS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BURNS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 2003, the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to address the 
body and an opportunity to address the 
American people. This period of time 
that we have here this evening is a way 
to get a message out that sometimes 
does not get out. I also appreciate the 
remarks by the gentleman from Flor-
ida with regard to Haiti and promotion 
of freedom not just in this hemisphere 
but around the world. I think it is 
something we all agree with. 

I would like to start out tonight by 
talking about an issue that is fun-
damentally important to the United 
States of America from an economic 
standpoint, something that I think af-
fects us not just fiscally but socially 
and how we develop ourselves as a Na-
tion, and I think it is an issue that will 
establish our American and national 
destiny for a long time to come. 

We sit today with a lot of years of ex-
perience with an Internal Revenue 
Service that is too big, it is too intru-
sive, it injects itself into our private 
lives, and it slows down our business 
and our commerce. So I want to start 

out with how I got to this point, and I 
want to conclude with why we ought to 
eliminate the entire Internal Revenue 
Service code and why we ought to 
eliminate the Internal Revenue Service 
entirely and why we ought to give peo-
ple back their freedom and why we 
should cease taxing our productivity 
and remove the first lien that exists on 
everyone’s wages in this country and 
replace it with an opportunity to de-
cide when they pay their taxes when 
they go and purchase. 

So for me it works in this way: in 
1975 I started up a business. I went out 
and bought a bulldozer and began doing 
custom work on farms, building ter-
races and dams and waterways. And as 
I did that work, all I really wanted to 
do was simply run my business, provide 
a service and collect a fee for that and 
pay my bills and raise my family. That 
was the American dream. Maybe I was 
simplistic in my aspirations, and 
maybe I should have realized how com-
plicated it could get. But as the years 
went by, I began to realize that I did 
not get to spend every waking moment, 
I did not get to spend every sunshine 
day out there doing something produc-
tive, working and moving earth and 
preserving soil and water quality. In-
stead, there was a day I finally had to 
pull in and park a machine on a sunny 
day and go in and start filling out more 
Federal forms. 

On that first day that that happened 
that I could not any longer have en-
ergy to meet the Federal regulations at 
night or on rainy days or on weekends 
or on Sundays, that was the first day I 
lost real productivity in our small lit-
tle business. 

b 1945 

Well, it was also about the time that 
I was audited for the first time by the 
Internal Revenue Service, and I 
thought I had that behind me. A couple 
of years later, along came another 
audit. The second audit was for the 
year 1979, and I remember that clearly. 
The IRS did let me know that they 
wanted to do an audit on a certain 
date, and I accommodated them in 
every way possible. 

But we did not have copy machines 
in those days, and I did not have staff 
in those days that could pull these 
records out of my files. I had done the 
records myself, I had built the book-
keeping system that I had, and it was 
accurate, and it was precise, and it was 
thorough, and I had excellent records, 
and I could document where every sin-
gle penny went without hesitation. 

What I did not have was a copy ma-
chine where I could have copied a lot of 
records, handed them to the IRS and 
said, I will come back and see you to-
night when the sun goes down, and we 
will see if you need any more informa-
tion for your audit tomorrow. 

So I made a decision that I would not 
allow them to rummage around in my 
files, pull records out. They did not 
know my filing system. I could not be 
assured that they could put them back 
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in the filing system the way they were. 
Not being able to copy them in any ef-
ficient fashion without a copying ma-
chine, I insisted that I will sit here 
with you, and any record you want, I 
will pull it out of the file. I will show 
it to you, you can take your notes, do 
your documentation and due diligence. 
Then when you are finished with those 
documents, I will put them back in my 
file and get you the next ones. 

So I did that. I did that for 4 days, 4 
days of being scrutinized by the Inter-
nal Revenue Service, believing all the 
time that I had done everything within 
the law, everything exactly right, not 
just legally but also ethically, filed my 
taxes on time, paid my taxes. And at 
the ends of 4 days, 4 days of lost pro-
ductivity, the IRS agent finally sat 
down with me, and we went through 
these numbers that she had evaluated. 

There were subjective decisions that 
were made, and I got hit for a loss in 
interest, in penalty and principal for 
taxes that to this day I do not believe 
that I had a legal obligation to pay, 
but if I had gone to court to defend my-
self against this behemoth of the IRS, 
it would have broke me. 

I could not afford any more days of 
not being out making money, because I 
had bills that I had to pay, so I made a 
very, very difficult decision for me, and 
that difficult decision, for a person who 
believes in standing on principle, al-
most no matter what the cost, I made 
the decision that the principle of pre-
serving my business was more impor-
tant than the principle of going to 
court to defend I will say the subjec-
tive and arbitrary decision by a single 
IRS agent. 

So, I had to set up a time payment, 
but I paid the principal and the inter-
est and the penalty, and it hurt finan-
cially, but it hurt a lot more as a mat-
ter of principle. 

So here I was, starting a business, 
creating jobs, doing the things that are 
within the parameters of the American 
dream, and I was being punished and 
penalized by an IRS service. 

So that next day, on the fifth day 
when the sun came up, I went out to 
work, climbed in the seat of a bull-
dozer, and I began to build terraces. 
Well, there it is not the most exciting 
and thrilling thing a person can do. I 
have enjoyed a lot of it and built many 
thousands of feet, but while you are 
there, you are looking at the top of the 
hill, the machine is loud so you cannot 
have a radio, and that means that 
there is no entertainment there except 
what work is in front of you and what 
is going on around you, which is not a 
lot, and what goes on, the entertain-
ment and the things that go on in one’s 
own mind to keep you entertained. 

Well, it was not entertainment that I 
was after. I had smoke rolling out of 
my ears from the IRS audit. So I began 
to day by day think about how do we 
go about eliminating the IRS? I mean, 
I did not work up to that premise, I 
just started with here is a basic 
premise, I wanted to eliminate the IRS. 

I came to that conclusion from the 
beginning and did not consider the po-
litical difficulties of that. I simply con-
sidered what the world would be like if 
we had our freedom back and if we did 
not have this intrusive agency that 
was entering into my life and obstruct-
ing this thing, that all I wanted to do 
was run the business and raise a fam-
ily. 

So, day by day I sat there and began 
to think, well, we would have to re-
place the revenue. If we eliminate the 
IRS, how do we replace the revenue? 
And it did not take very long. I looked 
at what about an excise tax? What 
about import-export duties? What 
about user fees? 

And it does not take very long of 
considering those alternatives before 
one can easily conclude that you can-
not raise enough revenue in that meth-
od to fund this large Federal Govern-
ment that we have, and the only alter-
native to eliminating the IRS and 
eliminating the tax on our income 
would be to establish a national sales 
tax that would be established at a rate 
all across this country, for 100 percent 
of the sales and service for the last re-
tail stop for the dollar. 

So I began to work that through, and 
I worked it through day by day, hour 
by hour. And I looked forward to going 
to work every day so I could sit there 
on that dull bulldozer and think about 
how we could get rid of the IRS. That 
was in a way my therapy. I had no idea 
in 1980 I would end up in the United 
States Congress in the year 2003 and 
2004 and have an opportunity to come 
here and advocate for something that 
had taken place clear back then, that 
20-plus years ago. 

But that was what was taking place. 
Many days I was establishing a philos-
ophy for a lot of things, not just the 
taxes. But as I worked through the 
problem of resolving this and elimi-
nating the IRS and replacing the rev-
enue, I asked question after question, 
the devil’s advocate question of what 
goes wrong when we make a decision 
like this? How many things will 
change? What do we do about people 
that smuggle goods over the border to 
avoid the tax? What do we do about tax 
evasion? How do we get the States to 
comply? How many States already 
have the tax policy? 

Well, I worked those things through, 
and I worked every one of the ques-
tions that I could come up with over 
weeks and weeks. I worked that all 
through in my own and had an answer 
back for all those questions that I 
could ask. And yet I would stop in 
town, the first one in the coffee shop in 
the morning, and the next one that 
would show up, I would begin to talk 
with them, what do you think about 
eliminating the IRS and going to a na-
tional sales tax? Nobody had thought 
of it before. It seemed like a concept 
that there should have been a few mil-
lion people thinking about, but I could 
not find anybody that had thought 
about it before. 

So as I went around my circle of 
friends and coworkers that I had and 
associates, I could get them to answer 
me, and it would be things like, well, I 
do not know, but it must not be a good 
idea, or we would be doing it. 

I had all the answers to everything I 
could think of, so I would go to the li-
brary and look. I could not find any-
thing on eliminating the IRS and going 
to a national sales tax. I thought there 
must be some economic study. I did not 
have the Internet, so I could not sim-
ply do a Google search and come up 
with whatever has happened out there 
in the Library of Congress. It was not 
available. 

Finally, after weeks of trying to find 
a conversation with someone who knew 
something about this, someone who 
had at least thought about it before, 
had an opinion on it after I told them 
what I worked on, and trying to find 
some research, I finally told myself, 
well, Steve, you know, this makes ulti-
mately so much sense to me that it 
should make that much sense to every-
one else. Surely the rest the world 
must intuitively know what is wrong 
with it, they know that, and it is some-
thing I simply cannot comprehend or 
figure out, so that is the only reason 
why we are not doing it. 

And I put it on the side shelf of my 
mind. I never put it away, it was al-
ways something that was there, but I 
was not as active on it for a number of 
years. But I always wanted to get rid of 
the IRS, always believed it was the 
economic stimulus, and I always be-
lieved there was a solution to any prob-
lem that anyone could raise that might 
be a reason not to move forward with 
what today is the bill that we call Fair 
Tax, or H.R. 25. 

Well, this took place and began in 
1980, and as those years unfolded, along 
about 1993, I get mailings that come 
into my office, and I always send out a 
little letter, make a phone call, so pub-
lications would come in, and I would 
send off for a book here and there. 

As I built this little private library 
at home and this filing cabinet at home 
of all the things that interested me, 
which, again, was the foundation for 
the philosophy that I think gave me 
this great privilege and honor of serv-
ing in the United States Congress, I 
saw an advertisement for a book that 
caught my eye right away, and the 
name of the book was Fire the IRS. 

I ordered this book, Fire the IRS, by 
Dan Pilla, copyrighted 1993. As I de-
voured this book, word by word, page 
by page, read it through forwards and 
backwards, marked it up and high-
lighted it, Dan Pilla had documented 
all of the things I had considered and 
more, and he also had some words for 
us from some economists. Dan Pilla 
was an IRS officer who understood this 
clearly. 

This book, by the way, has been in 
my bookcase now for almost 10 years 
without me touching it until just a 
couple of days ago, I happened to see it 
peeking out of the rest of the books, 
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reached in and grabbed it. There was a 
reason why it popped out and into my 
hand. 

But this book, Fire the IRS, by Dan 
Pilla, documented all of these things 
that I believed, and it gave me con-
fidence that I had gone down a path 
that really was a legitimate path from 
an economic standpoint, a legitimate 
path where the best economists in 
America could stand up and defend a 
philosophy like this. 

Now, I have only raised one issue 
with the IRS, and that is the intrusive-
ness of it and the burden of it. But we 
have a huge burden with the Internal 
Revenue Service, and it is not that 
they are not good people working for 
the agency. They have their job to do, 
and I do not take issue with that. It is 
that we need to establish good public 
policy here. We need to take the load 
off of tax collection. 

It adds like this: When you add up 
the cost of funding the IRS, paying 
their wages, their overhead, their 
buildings and all the maintenance on 
those buildings, and their transpor-
tation, and all the things that go on to 
fund the IRS, you take that number; 
then you add up all of the dollars that 
we pay our tax preparers that take the 
data that we give them and put it to-
gether in a report that goes to the IRS 
and its tax filing, you add up that num-
ber; and you add up the number for all 
the tax lawyers that are out there that 
are working with tax avoidance, and 
that is the legal term, working for tax 
avoidance, and it is legal, the costs we 
are paying them; and our accountants, 
all the people that compile and process 
that data that gets that April 15 date 
turned in; and then you add to that the 
loss of income for people that have de-
cided that my tax rates are too high. I 
do not want to work any harder this 
week. This 40 or 50 hours a week I work 
and this offer of 10 extra hours of over-
time, I am not going to take it up, I am 
not going to do the overtime because I 
do not get to keep enough of the money 
that I earn. The IRS takes too much of 
it. So they make a rational decision, 
and they decide I am not going to work 
the overtime or I am not going to 
make the extra sales calls, or I am not 
going to start up that production line 
on my plant I have going here, because 
I can make the same cash flow, and I 
am happier living on the income I have 
got, rather than taking on all of the re-
sponsibility and burden of trying to 
make a little more money with the IRS 
taking a bigger and bigger chunk out 
of it as you go up the ladder. So, the 
people make a rational decision and de-
cide, well, I am going to pick up my 
golf clubs or my fishing pole and take 
a little time off. There is nothing 
wrong with that either. 

But when you add up all of these 
costs, all of these costs, 1985, by an 
economist in this book called Dr. 
Payne, $720 billion a year, that is with 
a B, to fund the IRS and the revenue 
shortfall that is there. He also has cal-
culated that for every $100 collected by 

the IRS, it costs another $65 to collect 
that $100. 

But if it is $720 billion in 1985, and I 
have not extrapolated the inflation fac-
tor on this to take us to the year 2004, 
but $720 billion, and we would know it 
would be substantially more in today’s 
dollars, but I will tell you it adds up to 
over $1 trillion a year because of the 
inflation factor on the $720 billion. 

And another factor that is so huge in 
its implications that there is not an 
economic model that can evaluate 
that, and that is what happens to these 
millions of people that are out here 
collecting data that goes into the IRS 
and into the tax policy? There are mil-
lions of people out there that at least 
in part, and of them as a whole, make 
their money with taxes. Those people 
would go to work in the productive sec-
tor of the economy as opposed to the 
nonproductive regulatory sector of the 
economy. 

So you add up all those numbers, the 
$720 billion from Dr. Payne by 1985, add 
an inflation factor to that, and then 
add to that the economic impact of the 
people that are now in the regulatory 
sector, the nonproductive sector, and 
they would be shifted over into the pri-
vate sector, the productive sector of 
the economy, it is easily over $1 tril-
lion a year the size of the anchor we 
drag along behind this ship chugging 
along here, which is our Nation’s econ-
omy. 

We are dragging that anchor across 
the bottom, and that anchor is at least 
10 percent of our gross domestic prod-
uct, and probably significantly more 
than that. We have about a $11.4 tril-
lion economy, and over $1 trillion of it 
is the burden of the IRS. If we elimi-
nate them, we can cut the chain on 
that anchor, and we can sail this eco-
nomic ship free, and it will sail pure, 
and it will sail fast, and we will do a 
lot of good things. 

Now, one of the things that we have 
is a negative balance of trade. Today 
our balance of trade is a minus $503 bil-
lion a year. That means when we are 
buying $503 billion more of goods than 
we sell to foreign countries. Foreign in-
terests then own half a trillion dollars 
of our assets more every year. Each 
year that goes by, that number gets 
bigger, and they own more and more of 
the United States of America. 

We cannot go on indefinitely mort-
gaging our assets and letting them be 
held as collateral by foreign interests 
because we have got a negative balance 
of trade. We need to turn that to the 
positive. 

If we are able to pass H.R. 25, the 
Fair Tax, and if we are able to sub-
stitute then for that tax a national 
sales tax, consumption-based, that 
means that we untax all of these enti-
ties out here that are paying income 
tax today. 

Now, it might come as a shock to 
some Americans that corporations do 
not pay taxes. Does it sound out-
rageous? Corporations do not pay 
taxes. They send the check in, all 

right. They fill out their tax forms, all 
right. But they do not really pay taxes. 
No one in this place has ever been able 
to figure out how to get a corporation 
to actually pay a tax. 

They have to pass the tax through, 
and they pass it through to real people. 
People pay taxes; corporations do not. 
So we untax corporations. We do not 
ask them to go out and collect them 
anymore, is the essence of it. By the 
way, many of them are spending hun-
dreds of millions of dollars just filling 
out the forms and paying their attor-
neys to do the tax, the legal tax avoid-
ance. 

b 2000 

And it is so effective that 61 percent 
of our domestic corporations in Amer-
ica paid no taxes at all for last year, 
and 71 percent of the foreign corpora-
tions doing business in the United 
States filled out their forms but did 
not pay taxes. 

So we are down to 40 percent, 39 per-
cent of the domestic corporations, and 
29 percent of the foreign corporations 
are all that are actually paying any 
taxes whatsoever. But, nonetheless, 
they are all passing it off to their cus-
tomers. They are not digging out their 
asset base. So the cost in the goods of 
everything that we see on the retail 
shelf, the retail sales and service, that 
is the tax component that they are 
passing along to you, to the citizens of 
the United States, ranges from about 
20 percent on up to 35 percent depend-
ing on how intensive their labor is and 
what their tax burden is. 

And we can, by taking the tax off of 
our businesses that are providing the 
retail products and the service prod-
ucts, by taking that tax component 
out, that averages 22 percent. So that 
item that will cost you $1, 78 cents of it 
is actual cost of the production and 22 
cents is the cost of the built-in tax. 
That is the tax, the corporate income 
tax and the payroll tax that they have 
to pay their employees and a few other 
assorted taxes that accumulate along 
the way. 

If we quit taxing everyone’s produc-
tivity, of course, we quit taxing cor-
porate and business productivity as 
well. That means that the retail costs 
of goods go down by 22 percent. When 
that happens, that does a lot of great 
things. But what it really does with 
our balance of trade is it discounts the 
price of what we are selling to foreign 
companies, foreign countries by 22 per-
cent. 

So, for example, if we have a sign up 
like everybody else, back when I did 
the math, gas was $1.50. So if we put 
our neon sign up that says gas is $1.50, 
our competition overseas, they are sell-
ing theirs at the same price, we are 
selling goods into foreign countries as 
far as we can compete and no further. 
When we cannot get the price down any 
lower or the label of the United States 
is on it, that is the static line by which 
we are not going to sell any more goods 
overseas, and that line is different for 
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every commodity, and it is different in 
every country; but it is competition 
that sets that line. We can get an ad-
vantage by untaxing the cost of the 
products made by American companies. 
Taking the burden of that tax out, that 
will bring the cost down by 22 percent. 

So now both of us today have a sign 
up that says gas is $1.50; ours go to 
$1.17. That is the equivalent component 
now for our competition for our prices 
of the goods that are going overseas. 
And it also it says ‘‘Made in America,’’ 
which helps to sell it as well. 

So we know what will happen. We 
will sell that competitive good, that 
product that is made in America into 
foreign countries until such time as 
they match our price and our quality, 
or they put up some kind of trade bar-
rier, which is another can of worms 
that we need to address. That changes 
our balance of trade. It shifts our bal-
ance of trade from minus $503 billion a 
year to a plus number. That is a great 
number, but I do not know how great it 
is. I know it is solid, and I know it is 
substantial. That means more jobs here 
in the United States of America. That 
means more American products sold 
overseas. That means we bring back 
our balance of trade. 

Now, another thing that is happening 
is we are losing industrial jobs over-
seas. And it is going to happen. If they 
are paying 68 cents an hour equivalent 
in China and they buy a punch press or 
a lathe or whatever kind of industrial 
product, they are upgrading their pro-
ductivity with that technology. And as 
they train their people to do that, we 
are not going to be able to hire people 
at 68 cents an hour. We cannot compete 
with that indefinitely. But what we 
can do is by discounting what we are 
selling to those countries is we will 
keep those jobs here longer. We will be 
competitive longer by taking the 22 
percent out, that cost of the tax com-
ponent of everything we sell, we take 
that out and we are more competitive 
longer which means we keep those in-
dustrial jobs here longer. 

The gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
LINDER) believes that we will get some 
of those jobs back again. And I believe 
that we will get some, and I think we 
will lose some. I think it will be a slow 
loss, but we will dramatically slow the 
loss at a minimum. And it is essential 
that we hold industry in this country 
and put tax and regulatory structures 
in place so that we can. 

One of the reasons would be national 
security. It is not just our economy. 
But we have to produce things that are 
competitive in the world for our econ-
omy. But from a national security 
standpoint think, for example, that 
there is a foreign country over there in 
Europe that produces a guidance piece 
of technology that guides our missiles 
or our bombs. Think that that foreign 
country disagreed with our policy in 
Iraq when we went in there militarily 
and think what happens when they 
stop shipment of that guidance tech-
nology and we are not able to use our 

missiles or our bombs in that same 
fashion. It puts our national security 
at risk. That is a fact, by the way, that 
that did happen. 

We need to hold our technology here. 
We need to hold our industry here. We 
need to hang on to our blue collar jobs. 
We need to slow this loss of our indus-
try overseas. If we can push it around 
and bring them back, we can do that. 

For example, Ireland untaxed new 
corporations that would move there. A 
little island of 4 million people. And 
they now they have about 121⁄2 percent 
flat tax on their corporations, far more 
competitive than the rest of Europe, at 
any rate. But when they untaxed cor-
porations that would come and stay for 
10 years, they ended up with today 560 
American companies that are estab-
lished on the little island of Ireland. 

We should untax these companies 
that are here. We have lost a lot of 
American companies overseas. A lot of 
them would come back home again be-
cause of the new tax policy. We have 
foreign corporations that moved to the 
United States because of our new tax 
policy when we untaxed them. That 
means we have more jobs here in the 
United States, and that means our pro-
ductivity goes up and it will be pro-
ducing those kind of goods that will go 
overseas, and it improves our balance 
of trade. 

Now, Ronald Reagan said what you 
tax you get less of. He also said what 
you subsidize you get more of. I will 
not go down the subsidy side tonight, 
but I will go down the tax side. What 
you tax you get less of. We are taxing 
everyone’s productivity in this coun-
try. 

The Federal Government has the 
first lien on everyone’s labor, on every-
one’s productivity. That means that 
they reach into your check, they reach 
into your check at the end of the week 
and they take out what they want, and 
they let you take home the rest. That 
is called take-home pay. We have been 
so numbed by this that a lot of us do 
not even think about the money that 
we make; we think about the money we 
take home as the money we make. So 
we can let you keep all of the money 
that you earn and no longer have to 
take a withholding out of that check. 

And then we are incenting the cap-
ital formation. We are not taxing ei-
ther. Here are some of the taxes that 
we get rid of. I said corporate business 
tax, income tax, your personal income 
tax all goes away. The payroll tax on 
Social Security, Medicare, and Med-
icaid, that is the most regressive tax 
we have in America. Everybody pays 
that on the first dollar and all the way 
up to $87,000, and then after that you 
do not have to pay any more of the So-
cial Security portion, but you do Medi-
care and Medicaid. That is a regressive 
tax. It is an extraordinarily regressive 
tax. And we eliminate that. 

So we are going to eliminate income 
tax of all kinds. We eliminate inherit-
ance tax. The death tax goes away. We 
eliminate tax on interest income, divi-

dend income. We eliminate the tax on 
capital gains. The tax on your Social 
Security income, the tax on your pen-
sion all goes away. The tax on your in-
terest in dividend income, as I said. 

So who are the winners in this? Sen-
ior citizens are winners. And they are 
some of the people that I have to think 
of first because I represent the 5th dis-
trict of Iowa. And they are in the west-
ern third of the State. I have 32 coun-
ties. We in Iowa have the highest per-
centage of our population over the age 
of 85 of any of the States in the Union. 
We are arguably the oldest State in the 
Union. And in this possibly the oldest 
State in the Union. And of the 32 coun-
ties that I represent, I have 10 of the 12 
most senior counties in Iowa. I would 
only advocate a policy that was good 
for the seniors in this country because 
it is good for the district that I rep-
resent. 

But what we are able to do with a 
fair tax is take away your tax on your 
Social Security income, tax on your 
pension income, tax on your interest 
income, your dividend income. We 
eliminate the tax on capital gains that 
will let you, if you own a house that 
you would like to sell, that maybe you 
bought it for $10,000 now it is worth 
$110,000, you do not have to pay the 
capital gains on that any longer if we 
pass fair tax H.R. 25. You can sell that 
parcel of real estate without a tax bur-
den. It does not have to be part of the 
equation, part of the calculation in 
making a decision. 

So if you want to go in and lease a 
duplex or apartment or independent 
living, if that is your decision, sell 
your farm too if you choose to do that. 
Maybe you paid $100 an acre for the 
farm and today it is worth $3,500. The 
capital gains on it would be tremen-
dous. That is why we have people hang-
ing on to real estate and hanging on to 
assets, because they cannot afford to 
sell them because of the capital gains 
burden. 

Senior citizens make out very, very 
well on this because we untax their in-
come stream, and we let them sell 
their assets without penalty and they 
can manage their retirement, and we 
eliminate the damage tax so they can 
pass what is left over on to the next 
generation, which is a part of the 
American dream as well. Seniors also 
get along, get another advantage here, 
that is part of what everybody gets and 
that is we have to remove the regres-
sive nature of a sales tax. And that re-
gressive nature comes with having to 
pay a tax rate for everything that you 
buy. 

The less income people have, the 
greater percentage of their income will 
go to taxes. So we need to address that. 
That actually is the hardest problem to 
fix. But the solution is actually very 
simple once you come to that. That is 
this: we send into every household in 
America a rebate check at the first of 
the month to compensate each family 
in advance for the amount of money 
that they will pay in a Federal sales 
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tax in the necessary items on up to the 
poverty level. 

So, for example, a family of four 
would get a check the first day of the 
month, or wired to their account is 
more likely going to happen, for an 
amount of $479 for that month. That is 
actually a pretty good check. That is 
the tax portion of what they would 
spend. Senior citizens get that check; 
so does the poorest family in America. 
So does Bill Gates, by the way. 

Everyone gets untaxed up to the pov-
erty level. Then from there on, you 
start to pay your tax at a rate that 
would then be calculated. The average 
family then would pay less in taxes 
when the bill is passed than it does 
today. Senior citizens make out very 
well. The poorest people in America 
make out very well because we untax 
them. And they do not have any tax 
burden. They get the check for the first 
of the month for the necessary items. 

And then neither are we taxing cap-
ital formation. We are not punishing 
you when you save money, when you 
invest money. You can invest money 
and earn income off of that without a 
penalty. So we incent then, we provide 
for and promote, capital formation. 
There will be billions of dollars that 
flow into all kinds of investment ac-
counts. These investment accounts, 
they do not get sewed into a mattress. 
That money goes to some good, gets 
put to some use. Say someone decides I 
make a lot of money and I only want to 
spend a little bit of money. So I will 
take this money and save it, and I will 
put it into maybe a time deposit at the 
bank, a CD, certificate of deposit. Well, 
the bank will take that money and roll 
it into another investment or loan it to 
a young entrepreneur in the commu-
nity that is starting up a business or 
maybe wants to buy that real estate 
that has primarily been tied up because 
of a capital gains bind. That is re-
leased. Start that up and maybe we 
have got young people that go in and 
buy a farm where they could not do 
that otherwise or they start a business 
that they could not do otherwise, or 
maybe that money goes into research 
and development. 

And that is going to produce more 
items out here. And we use the cre-
ativity of America to bring more 
things to the marketplace. Or the 
money gets invested by companies to 
put capital investment in that does im-
prove the productivity of every Amer-
ican. If it is a research and develop-
ment that produces more of those inno-
vations or higher education, all of 
those things, where the future of Amer-
ica’s economy is, that future up there 
in the high-tech side, the development 
side, the investment side where it 
takes dollars and education and tech-
nology, we will incent that and those 
dollars will be invested there. 

Those dollars, by the way, improve 
the productivity of the American work-
er who will then make more wages. 
There will be more demand for the 
American worker. The American work-

er has then more money in their pock-
ets. They spend that money in the re-
tail counter which then drives this 
economy. We watch how our economy 
is when we go up towards Christmas. 
We say are sales up or down; that tells 
us a lot about how strong our economy 
is. There will be more money in the end 
spent at the retail level. 

By the way, all those things sold at 
the retail level get cheaper. They get 22 
percent cheaper. 

If you are wondering how it works, if 
you are a businessman, again I am 
from Iowa so we always put it into 
farming analogies, if you are a farmer 
and you go out and spend $250,000 on a 
brand-new combine, and you are think-
ing I do not want to pay the tax on 
that, well, you do not pay the tax on 
that. You do not pay the tax because 
that is a business input. It is not a last 
retail stop for personal consumption. 

So there would be no tax on the com-
bine or the new tractor or the parts 
that go into it, or the seed or the fer-
tilizer or all the other inputs that are 
there. Or if you are running a retail 
store, and you are purchasing inven-
tory for that store, say, for example, 
you run a grocery store, you do not pay 
the sales tax on your wholesale cost of 
those goods. You collect it when you 
sell. Or if you are running a jewelry 
store and you happen to be buying jew-
elry that gets purchased at the inven-
tory level, you put that inventory in 
the store, you are not paying tax on 
that inventory. 

b 2015 

But when the person comes in and 
purchases that brand new diamond en-
gagement ring that starts out that 
unique family that hopefully has a lot 
of children to participate in the Amer-
ican dream, that that new diamond 
ring does not get income tax on if when 
you purchase the diamond as a whole-
saler or as a retailer, but the person 
that does it at the resale level from the 
retailer does pay the tax. But if you 
are selling it, you get the discounts on 
average of about 22 percent because the 
tax burden is off, and all the people, 
the people that you are paying to work 
in the grocery store or in the jewelry 
store or in the grain elevator, wherever 
it may be, you are no longer paying the 
payroll tax out of the wages, the 15.3 
percent that you take out of the wages 
and send off to the Federal Govern-
ment for Social Security, Medicare and 
Medicaid. 

Many times I have sat there and 
made payroll out for over 28 years, 
1,400 and some consecutive weeks, and 
I do not know how many different pay-
roll checks I signed, but I met that 
payroll, and I sat there with that cal-
culator, and I punch out .0765, multiply 
it times the gross wages, take it out of 
the employee’s wages, add it. As an em-
ployer it is 15.3 percent. That does not 
get withheld any longer. You get to 
keep that in your payroll as well. 

Most people think that that half of 
that 15.3 percent, .0765, can be added to 

the employee’s wages because, after 
all, that is the cost of the employee. So 
wages will go up by 71⁄2 percent. 

Now, this is, every piece of this pol-
icy is a good thing. Everything rolls 
around to the positive. And when we 
are finished with this, it adds up this 
way. 

What is the rate? You all have to be 
asking and wondering what is the rate? 
Well, the rate adds up this way. Re-
member we are discounting everything 
you purchase by 22 percent, so compare 
it with that. We have to put the rebate 
check into every household to make 
sure it is not regressive, to make sure 
we can untax the poor and untax the 
people on fixed incomes. We will untax 
Bill Gates if he wants to live at the 
poverty level, and I am sure he will 
not. But when we do all of that, that 
cost is 3 percent. And then when we re-
place the payroll tax, and that is So-
cial Security, Medicare, Medicaid, that 
.0765 times 2, 15.3 percent of your pay-
roll, that replacement costs 8 percent 
at the retail level. 

So now we are at 11 percent as a tax 
rate, but the replacement portion, then 
that takes us up to the revenue-neutral 
number, that number that just gen-
erates the income that is coming from 
the income tax today, that takes 12 
percent. So when you add the numbers 
up, it is 3 percent plus 8 percent, which 
is 11, and you add 12, so you are at 23 
percent; 23 percent embedded tax. But 
we discounted the same items by 22 
percent. 

So you will ask, how can we do that? 
That sounds almost like something for 
nothing. The reason that this works 
out this way, and we have over $20 mil-
lion of research on this that supports 
this, the reason that it works out so 
well is, first of all, we have a broad tax. 
It is all sales and service. We allow no 
exceptions or exemptions of any kind, 
because if we do, that opens the door 
up for this big machinery here in Wash-
ington, D.C., this monstrosity of a 
lobby that about half of it is all here 
because they are looking for a tax dis-
count, the tax credit, the way to mini-
mize the tax liabilities of these compa-
nies. And actually individuals only at 
61 percent are paying taxes. Remember, 
as I said, domestic companies, and 61 
percent, 71 percent of foreign do not, 61 
percent of domestic do not. 

So this whole component that we 
have here is the economic model that 
stimulates the maximum amount of 
economic growth. So we have incented 
this capital formation on the high-tech 
side. We have saved this loss of jobs 
that drain into overseas. We kept the 
blue-collar jobs that are here. We have 
fixed the balance of trade. We put 
money into investments. We put 
money into research and development, 
into high tech, into higher education. 
All of these are the good things we 
need to do on the top side of the econ-
omy and on the bottom side of the 
economy and on the balance of trade. 
And we have done that by changing 
this retail price by a little bit, because 
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the price goes down by 22 percent when 
you take the tax out, but the tax rate 
is embedded at 23 percent. We will tax 
all sales and all service at that. That is 
why when it is broad, we can keep the 
tax cheap. That is an essential compo-
nent of this. 

Now, another thing that I think 
about is today about 44 percent of 
Americans do not pay income tax. 
Now, I said corporations do not pay 
taxes, and they do not. People pay 
taxes. People producers pay taxes. If 
you are making an income high enough 
and do not have discounts or do not 
have deductions that make sure that 
you do not, but 44 percent of the Amer-
icans are not paying income tax today. 
That means that that number is grow-
ing. That number has grown dramati-
cally in the last few years. If that num-
ber grows up over 50 percent, as soon as 
51 percent of the people in this country 
figure out that they can go to the polls 
and elect themselves members of Con-
gress and elect Members of Congress 
that will then tax the producers and 
send the money to the people who are 
not paying taxes, we have lost. We 
have lost this freedom. We have lost 
this constitutional Republic. We have 
lost this democracy if we let it get that 
far. 

It only takes another 6 percent plus 1 
for the nonproductive sector of the vot-
ing populace, those who are not paying 
income tax, to have a majority control 
in this country. Then the only thing 
that keeps them from voting them-
selves benefits out of the Treasury may 
be lack of organization, and maybe it 
bothers their conscience. I want every-
body to have some skin in the game. I 
want everybody in America to pay 
some taxes. 

We will send the rebate check into 
every household so we untax the poor, 
but when the poor goes out, when ev-
erybody goes out and purchases any-
thing at the retail level, any sales or 
any service, then they are paying their 
taxes. That means they understand 
every day that they do a transaction 
how expensive the Federal Government 
is. 

Every little kid when they grow up in 
America and they go to buy their base-
ball cards, let me see if I have them 
here, buy their baseball cards or buy 
their Barbie doll clothes, and they have 
to reach in and pull a couple of dimes 
out for Uncle Sam, that will hurt a lit-
tle bit every time they have to do that. 
They will think about where that 
money goes. They will know intu-
itively from the time they are 4 or 5 
years old that they have to fund this 
government. When they do that, I 
think they will understand when they 
get old to vote and participate in pub-
lic life and old enough to hopefully 
serve in this United States Congress 
someday that there is such a thing as 
personal responsibility. And today we 
have created this dependent society 
where many of them look at govern-
ment as the first solution instead of 
the last resort. 

I want generations of Americans that 
look at government as the last resort 
and come up with their own first and 
second solutions and do everything 
they can to resolve their own problems 
at home. We need to have more inde-
pendence and more freedom. This bill 
does that. 

H.R. 25. You can find information 
about all of the statistics and data I 
have given you at fairtax.org. 

We today have some 46 or so cospon-
sors on the bill. The gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. LINDER) is the lead. The 
people in Georgia understand how im-
portant this is. They support a fair tax. 
They know this is the most dynamic 
thing we can get done. As I said earlier, 
the economists out there do agree. The 
only question is the political difficulty, 
not the economic difficulty. We are 
here to solve this political difficulty, 
and I am here speaking to this tonight. 

I have done programs in Council 
Bluffs and in Sioux City. In Council 
Bluffs it was sitting room only. In 
Sioux City it was standing room only. 
I did not find anyone that could come 
up with a comment or question that 
would be a reason why we should not 
do this. 

I believe everybody in America is a 
winner when we replace the IRS and 
the Income Tax Code with a fair tax, a 
retail sales and service tax, an embed-
ded cost of 23 percent; discount those 
retail prices on sales and service by 22 
percent because we are able to untax 
the businesses that produce those sales 
and service. 

And by the way, when you look 
around this country, there are some 
people that do not pay taxes, and there 
are some people I would really, really 
like to tax, and I am looking around at 
the drug dealers in America. They are 
living in a black market, illegal econ-
omy, and they are dealing in cash. Do 
you think that they call up H&R Block 
and say, I brought in $1.5 million this 
year, and I had a 67 percent profit mar-
gin; therefore, I must have a tax liabil-
ity on $1 million? They are not doing 
that. These people live in the shadows, 
but they take their cash out, and they 
go to the retail, and they buy things. 
That is why they are doing what they 
can do so they can buy things off the 
shelf. Clothes, cars, and entertainment 
and all the things the rest of us do, 
they are doing it tax free. Their busi-
ness is in the shadows. We get to tax 
them not through the income tax, be-
cause we cannot catch them with that, 
on their cash income, but we will catch 
them at the retail level when they pur-
chase things from the shelf. 

So we get to tax drug dealers and 
prostitution. There is about a trillion 
dollars worth of illegal economy going 
on in America. We get to tax it all. So 
that is about $230 billion in our Treas-
ury there that ups the ante. That al-
lows us to take the rest of your taxes 
down a little bit. 

Tourists come into this country. 
They do not mind taxing me when I go 
into their country. We seem to mind 

taxing tourists in this country. If we 
can tax the tourism industry that 
comes in here, people from foreign 
countries that are using our infrastruc-
ture, they drive on our roads, they 
flush our toilets, they use the elec-
tricity, all of these things that are part 
of our system in this country flowing 
and going so well, if we can tax them 
on what they spend in this country, 
that would be $50 billion a year added 
to the $230 billion that I mentioned 
earlier. We are up to where we have $3 
billion in revenue from the illegal side 
of this thing and from the tourism side, 
the prostitution, the drugs and all of 
that. So it is nice to have those people 
carrying part of the burden. They have 
not carried any of their fair share. The 
fair tax will require them to carry 
their fair share. 

There are other things that we need 
to do to bring them in line. That is the 
big picture on this. 

Every aspect of our economy gets 
better and better and better as we look 
at this policy and program. So we tax 
the tourists. We tax the drug trade. We 
tax the prostitutes. We tax the illegal 
industry that is in America and gen-
erate a number approaching $300 billion 
a year. We untax the poor. We untax 
the senior citizens on fixed incomes at 
least, and the middle-American family 
that will get that rebate check in their 
households at about $479 a month for a 
family of four. That makes that num-
ber around $40,000 a year. They will 
find their tax rate at about 15.6 per-
cent. So they get a cheaper tax rate, 
too. 

It helps everybody in America, and, 
by the way, there is a political dy-
namic to this. When we started selling 
American products into countries that 
have not been competitive before, the 
European Union comes to mind, when 
that happens, they have to look at 
their own tax policy when they cannot 
be competitive any longer. That means 
they have to go back into their Par-
liament and make a decision on what 
their tax policy will be in order to com-
pete with the United States of Amer-
ica. And that policy will be closer to a 
fair tax policy than the 70 percent in-
come tax they have today that goes to, 
and that was Denmark, for example, 
where they take that income tax and 
provide all kind of things for people 
that take away their personal responsi-
bility, create a dependency, grow a so-
cialistic philosophy, and puts the bur-
den on the economy that does not 
allow them to be competitive unless 
they raise the taxes so they can sub-
sidize the things they need to, like our 
egg products, so it is harder for us to 
compete with them. 

At some point our competition in 
this country breaks their bank, and 
they have to buy into our policy. When 
they do that, the European countries, 
the rest of the countries in the world 
will be more free than they are today. 
There will be a lower tax rate. People 
will be able to keep all the money they 
earn instead of having to give up 70 

VerDate mar 24 2004 03:49 Apr 23, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00098 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K22AP7.173 H22PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2367 April 22, 2004 
percent of it, and that means they will 
be more productive. And they will ad-
vocate for the same things we do. And 
the center for political gravity in Eu-
rope, for example, shifts to the right. 
When it does that, they are a closer 
friend to us, and they become more al-
lies than they are today. And they have 
been good allies over the years, but we 
can improve that with the fair tax pol-
icy. 

So H.R. 25, fairtax.org, embedded tax 
costs of 23 percent, reducing the cost of 
everything we sell by 22 percent. We re-
pair our balance of trade; that minus 
$503 billion a year in balance of trade 
goes to a plus number. We slow the loss 
of unskilled jobs or lower-skilled jobs 
going overseas, and we promote capital 
formation that grows our economy on 
the high-tech side. And we lower the 
taxes on middle-income America, and 
untax the poor and the senior citizens 
on fixed income. 

It does everything that a tax policy 
can do. Additionally, the costs of com-
pliance gets reduced by 95 percent. 
Forty-five States in the Union today 
have a sales tax in place. They already 
have the collection system there. They 
already have the audit system in there. 
So only five States have to put in place 
a sales tax system. They will grumble 
and groan about it a little bit, and they 
will be the five States to oppose this, 
and yet the best thing overall for 
America. 

b 2030 
So, when they do collect those taxes, 

it will just be the State treasurer sends 
the check to the U.S. Treasury. It is 
that simple, and the audit systems are 
there now, and we can contract with 
them to continue to do the audits as 
they have, and we also want to pay 1⁄4 
of 1 percent to the States for collecting 
the tax and to the retailer for col-
lecting the tax. 

Have you ever had the government 
send you a check for collecting taxes 
before or did you just send it in and be 
glad you can keep the little bit that is 
left? We change that. So April 15, that 
day when people stay up all night long 
pulling their hair out to make sure 
they can file the forms, make sure they 
can meet their tax obligations, and 
there are millions of Americans that go 
to borrow money to pay their taxes on 
that day or the day after, April 15 is 
the worst day on our calendar, and it 
can become just another day when this 
Congress passes the fair tax, H.R. 25. 

The time is right. The majority lead-
er understands this. He has been a sup-
porter of the fair tax for a long time. 
We know we need to bring tax reform. 
We know we need to bring a dynamic 
energy into this economy. No one, no 
one in their right mind, that is, would 
advocate that we would take the inter-
nal revenue code we have today and 
modify it and amend it and try to 
somehow get tax reform out of this 
monstrosity of pages and produce 
something that provided equity for the 
American people. It is not possible 
with that monstrosity. 

If we went to the flat tax, as Steve 
Forbes advocated some years ago and 
as Dick Armey, who was the majority 
leader in this chamber, advocated some 
years ago, that postcard, if you put 
your taxes on, still keeps the IRS in-
tact, still requires an audit. That post-
card is your income tax the way it 
looked 90 years ago when this mon-
strosity first began. If we could cut it 
back to that with a flat tax, it would 
still grow into another monstrosity 
again. Over time, we can eliminate the 
IRS, we can eliminate the tax code, 
and by the way, we must amend the 
Constitution so that income tax is un-
constitutional again and repeal the 
amendment that established and legal-
ized the income tax, and the American 
people will be ready to do that; they 
will get confidence in. 

We will pass the bill and introduce a 
constitutional amendment and watch 
this dynamic economy jump, but the 
piece that is most important is a $1 
trillion anchor on our economy im-
posed by the IRS today. That $1 tril-
lion anchor can be cut. 

H.R. 25 cuts that anchor chain. That 
anchor can stay in the bottom of the 
ocean, and we can sail this ship of our 
economy free, and we can take these 
people that are now involved in the 
regulatory sector of the economy, the 
IRS workers and all those people who 
are so busy working for tax avoidance 
or tax compliance, I mean, we have got 
this whole competition going on out 
here. They can all go to work in the 
private sector producing a good or 
service that has value, that they can 
cash a check for, and they can go out, 
too, with the money they earn, keep all 
the money they earn, spend it at the 
retail level, decide when they pay their 
taxes. 

It is freedom; it is fair. It is 
fairtax.org. It is time this Congress 
moves. It is time we have a conference 
to debate and discuss this and get off 
the dime on what is the best policy. 
This is the best policy. I believe that 
should be settled with the American 
people. We need to move forward and 
get past this indecision. 

So with that, Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the opportunity to address the 
chamber tonight, and I look forward to 
some action on this issue and many 
others as this time unfolds. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to: 
Mr. CARDIN (at the request of Ms. 

PELOSI) for today after 3:00 p.m. on ac-
count of official business. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (at the re-
quest of Ms. PELOSI) for today on ac-
count of official business in the dis-
trict. 

Mr. TAUZIN (at the request of Mr. 
DELAY) for the week of April 19 on ac-
count of medical reasons. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis-

lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PALLONE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. WYNN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CONYERS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. FILNER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. BERKLEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SMITH of Washington, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CUMMINGS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. INSLEE, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. MURPHY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. MORAN of Kansas, for 5 minutes, 
April 27. 

Mr. BURGESS, for 5 minutes, April 27 
and 28. 

Mr. NETHERCUTT, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. OSBORNE, for 5 minutes, April 27 
and 28. 

(The following Member (at her own 
request) to revise and extend her re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:) 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 
for 5 minutes, today. 

f 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas and to in-
clude extraneous material, notwith-
standing the fact that it exceeds two 
pages of the RECORD and is estimated 
by the Public Printer to cost $2,917. 

f 

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Jeff Trandahl, Clerk of the House re-
ports that on April 22, 2004, he pre-
sented to the President of the United 
States, for his approval, the following 
bills. 

H.R. 1274. To direct the Administrator of 
General Services to convey to Fresno Coun-
ty, California, the existing Federal court-
house in that county. 

H.R. 2489. To provide for the distribution of 
judgment funds to the Cowlitz Indian Tribe. 

H.R. 3118. To designate the Orville Wright 
Federal Building and the Wilbur Wright Fed-
eral Building in Washington, District of Co-
lumbia. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 34 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, April 
26, 2004, at noon. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 

ETC. 
Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 

communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

7715. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Review Group, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Extra Long Staple Cotton Outside 
Storage and Strength Adjustment for Loan 
(RIN: 0560-AH03) received April 6, 2004, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

7716. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, APHIS, Department of Ag-
riculture, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Tuberculosis in Cattle and 
Bison; State and Zone Designations; Delay of 
Compliance Date [Docket No. 03-072-2] re-
ceived March 25, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

7717. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, APHIS, Department of Ag-
riculture, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Japanese Beetle; Domestic 
Quarantine and Regulations [Docket No. 03- 
057-2] received March 25, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

7718. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Animal Welfare; Transportation of 
Animals on Foreign Air Carriers [Docket No. 
02-012-2] (RIN: 0579-AB51) received April 7, 
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

7719. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Review Group, Farm Service Agency, 
Department of Agriculture, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Emergency Con-
servation Program (RIN: 0560-AG26) received 
April 7, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

7720. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Review Group, Farm Service Agency, 
Department of Agriculture, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Tree Assistance 
Program (RIN: 0560-AG83) received April 7, 
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

7721. A letter from the Chairman and Chief 
Executive Officer, Farm Credit Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Electronic Commerce; Organization; 
Standards of Conduct and Refferal of Known 
or Suspected Criminal Violations; Loan Poli-
cies and Operations; Funding and Fiscal Af-
fairs, Loan Policies and Operations, and 
Funding Operations; Borrower Rights (RIN: 
3052-AB69) received March 25, 2004, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

7722. A letter from the Chairman and Chief 
Executive Officer, Farm Credit Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Loan Policies and Operations; Bor-
rower Rights; Effective Interest Rate Disclo-
sure (RIN: 3052-AC04) received April 14, 2004, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

7723. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, transmitting a 
report of a violation of the Antideficiency 
Act which occurred in the Coast Guard’s an-
nual Operating Expenses appropriation ac-
counts, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1341; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

7724. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Under Secretary of Defense, Department of 
Defense, transmitting Authorization of the 
enclosed list of officers to wear the insignia 
of brigadier general in accordance with title 
10, United States Code, section 777; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

7725. A letter from the Assistant to the 
Board, Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System, transmitting the Board’s final 
rule — Truth in Lending [Regulation Z; 
Docket No. R-1167] received March 26, 2004, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

7726. A letter from the Legal Counsel, CDFI 
Fund, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — No-
tice of Funds Availability (NOFA) inviting 
applications for the FY 2004 funding round of 
the Financial Assistance Component of the 
Community Development Financial Institu-
tions Program — received March 25, 2004, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

7727. A letter from the Director, Financial 
Crimes Enforcement Network, Department 
of the Treasury, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Imposition of Special 
Measures Against Burma — received April 7, 
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

7728. A letter from the Director, Financial 
Crimes Enforcement Network, Department 
of the Treasury, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Imposition of Special 
Measures Against Myanmar Mayflower bank 
and Asia Wealth Bank (RIN: 1506-AA63) re-
ceived April 7, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

7729. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, FEMA, Department of Homeland 
Security, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Changes in Flood Elevation De-
terminations [Docket No. FEMA-P-7634] re-
ceived April 19, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

7730. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, FEMA, Department of Homeland 
Security, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Final Flood Elevation Deter-
minations — received March 19, 2004, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Financial Services. 

7731. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, FEMA, Department of Homeland 
Security, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Final Flood Elevation Deter-
minations — received April 19, 2004, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

7732. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, FEMA, Department of Homeland 
Security, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Suspension of Community Eligi-
bility [Docket No. FEMA-7829] received April 
19, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Financial Services. 

7733. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, FEMA, Department of Homeland 
Security, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Changes in Flood Elevation De-
terminations — received April 19, 2004, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

7734. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, FEMA, Department of Homeland 
Security, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Final Flood Elevation Deter-
minations — received April 19, 2004, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

7735. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel/FEMA, Department of Homeland Se-
curity, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — List of Communities Eligible for the 
Sale of Flood Insurance [Docket No. FEMA- 
7770] received April 6, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. 

7736. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, FEMA, Department of Homeland 
Security, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Suspension of Community Eligi-

bility [Docket No. FEMA-7827] received April 
6, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Financial Services. 

7737. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, FEMA, Department of Homeland 
Security, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Final Flood Elevation Deter-
minations — received April 6, 2004, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

7738. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, FEMA, Department of Homeland 
Security, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Final Flood Elevation Deter-
minations — received April 6, 2004, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

7739. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, FEMA, Department of Homeland 
Security, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Changes in Flood Elevation De-
terminations — received March 31, 2004, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

7740. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, FEMA, Department of Homeland 
Security, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Changes in Flood Elevation De-
terminations [Docket No. FEMA-B-7444] re-
ceived March 31, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

7741. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, FEMA, Department of Homeland 
Security, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Final Flood Elevation Deter-
minations — received April 1, 2004, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

7742. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, FEMA, Department of Homeland 
Security, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Final Flood Elevation Deter-
minations — received April 1, 2004, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

7743. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, FEMA, Department of Homeland 
Security, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Changes in Flood Elevation De-
terminations [Docket No. FEMA-D-7553] re-
ceived April 1, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

7744. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulations, Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Imple-
mentation of Requirement in HUD Programs 
for Use of Data Universal Numbering System 
(DUNS) Identifier [Docket No. FR-4876-I-01] 
(RIN: 2501-AD01) received April 9, 2004, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Financial Services. 

7745. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulations, Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Changes 
in Maximum Mortgage Limits for Multi-
family Housing [Docket No. FR-4913-F-01] 
(RIN: 2502-AI19) received March 25, 2004, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

7746. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulations, Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — FHA In-
spector Roster [Docket No. FR-4720-F-02] 
(RIN: 2502-AH76) received March 30, 2004, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

7747. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulations, Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Eligi-
bility of Adjustable Rate Mortgages [Docket 
No. FR-4745-F-02] (RIN: 2502-AH84) received 
March 30, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
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801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

7748. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulations, Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Home Eq-
uity Conversion Mortgage (HECM) Program; 
Insurance for Mortgages to Refinance Exist-
ing HECM’s [Docket No. FR-4667-1-02] (RIN: 
2502-AH63) received April 7, 2004, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. 

7749. A letter from the President and 
Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the United 
States, transmitting the annual report to 
Congress on the operations of the Export-Im-
port Bank of the United States for Fiscal 
Year 2003, which includes an addendum con-
taining information (as required by the Ex- 
Im Bank’s 2002 reauthorization) on the sta-
tus of the Bank’s information technology 
and small business outreach, pursuant to 12 
U.S.C. 635g(a); to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services. 

7750. A letter from the General Counsel, 
National Credit Union Administration, 
transmitting the Administration’s final rule 
— Prompt Corrective Action; Corporate 
Credit Unions; Credit Union Service Organi-
zations; Member Business Loans; Regulatory 
Flexibility Program — received April 2, 2004, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

7751. A letter from the General Counsel, 
National Credit Union Administration, 
transmitting the Administration’s final rule 
— Share Insurance; Living Trust Accounts — 
received April 7, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

7752. A letter from the General Counsel, 
National Credit Union Administration, 
transmitting the Administration’s final rule 
— Surety and Guaranty; Maximum Bor-
rowing Authority — received April 7, 2004, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

7753. A letter from the General Counsel, 
National Credit Union Administration, 
transmitting the Administration’s final rule 
— Organization and Operations of Federal 
Credit Unions — received April 7, 2004, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Financial Services. 

7754. A letter from the General Counsel, 
National Credit Union Administration, 
transmitting the Administration’s final rule 
— Share Insurance and Appendix — received 
April 7, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Financial Services. 

7755. A letter from the General Counsel, 
National Credit Union Administration, 
transmitting the Administration’s final rule 
— Conversion of Insured Credit Unions to 
Mutual Savings Banks — received April 7, 
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

7756. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Office of Vocational and Adult Education, 
Department of Education, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Smaller Learning 
Communities Program (RIN: 1830-ZA04) re-
ceived April 19, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

7757. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s Annual Report on Federal Govern-
ment Energy Management and Conservation 
Programs during Fiscal Year 2001, pursuant 
to 42 U.S.C. 6361(c); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

7758. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting draft of pro-
posed legislation ‘‘To reclassify fees paid 
into the Nuclear Waste Fund as offsetting 
collections, and for other purposes’’; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

7759. A letter from the Special Advisor to 
the Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal 
Communications Commission, transmitting 
the Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Broadcast Stations. (Crowell, Bonham, 
Bridgeport, Palestine, Ranger, Stephenville, 
Wellington, Texas; Apache, Ardmore, 
Bennington, Cache, Elk City, Lawton, Okla-
homa) [MM Docket No. 01-293; RM-10302; RM- 
10547] received April 19, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

7760. A letter from the Special Advisor to 
the Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Commu-
nications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Broadcast Stations. (Clarksville, Texas and 
Haworth, Oklahoma) [MM Docket No. 01-182; 
RM-10202] received April 19, 2004, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

7761. A letter from the Special Advisor to 
the Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal 
Communications Commission, transmitting 
the Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Broadcast Stations. (Ash Fork, Chino Val-
ley, Dolan Springs, Fredonia, Gilbert, Peach 
Springs, Seligman and Tusayan, Arizona, 
Moapa Valley, Nevada, and Beaver and Cedar 
City, Utah) [MM Docket No. 02-12; RM-10356; 
RM-10551; RM-10553; RM-10554] received April 
19, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

7762. A letter from the Special Advisor to 
the Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal 
Communications Commission, transmitting 
the Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Broadcast Stations. (Sheffield, Texas) [MB 
Docket No. 02-350; RM-10600] received April 
19, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

7763. A letter from the Special Advisor to 
the Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal 
Communications Commission, transmitting 
the Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Broadcast Stations. (Encinal, Texas) [MM 
Docket No. 01-152; RM-10168] received April 
19, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

7764. A letter from the Special Advisor to 
the Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Federal 
Communications Commission, transmitting 
the Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Boradcast Stations. (Winnsboro and Annona, 
Texas) [MM Docket No. 01-189; RM-10204] re-
ceived April 19, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

7765. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor to Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Commu-
nications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 73.622(b), Table of Allotments, Dig-
ital Television Broadcast Stations. (Nampa, 
Idaho) [MM Docket No. 01-54; RM-9918] re-
ceived April 19, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

7766. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor, Chief Media Bureau, Federal Commu-
nications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 
Section 76.51 Of the Commission’s Rules To 
Include Merced and Porterville, California in 
the Fresno-Visalia-Hanford Clovis Television 
Market [CS Docket No. 00-1] received April 
19, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

7767. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor to the Chief, Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Amendment of 

Section 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM 
Boradcast Stations. (Freer, Hebbronville, 
and Orange Grove, Texas) [MB Docket No. 
02-260; RM-10502; RM-10853] received April 19, 
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

7768. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor to the Bureau Chief, Media Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule — Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), FM Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations. (Fort Collins, 
Westcliffe and Wheat Ridge, Colorado) [MB 
Docket No. 03-57; RM-10565] received April 19, 
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

7769. A letter from the Chief Financial Offi-
cer, Federal Communications Commission, 
transmitting the Commission’s final rule — 
Amendment of Parts 0 and 1 of the Commis-
sion’s Rules; Implementation of the Debt 
Collection Improvement Act of 1996 and 
Adoption of Rules Governing Applications or 
Requests for Benefits by Deliquent Debtors 
[MD Docket No. 02-339] received April 19, 
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

7770. A letter from the Chairman, Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, transmitting in ac-
cordance with the provisions of Section 261 
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 
2017), Section 305 of the Energy Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5875), and Section 
108 of the Inspector General Act of 1988 (31 
U.S.C. 105(a)(25)), proposed legislation which 
authorizes appropriations for FY 2003; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

7771. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Export Administration, Department of 
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Addition of Aruba, Netherlands 
Antilles, East Timor, and Democratic Repub-
lic of the Congo, and Update of Country 
Names, in the Export Administration Regu-
lations [Docket No. 040330104-4104-01] (RIN: 
0694-AC83) received April 19, 2004, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
International Relations. 

7772. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a report describing conditions 
in Hong Kong that are of interest to the 
United States, covering the period from 
April 1, 2003, to March 31, 2004, pursuant to 
Public Law 104—107, section 576; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations. 

7773. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Administrator for Administration and Re-
sources Management, Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, transmitting a report pursuant 
to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; 
to the Committee on Government Reform. 

7774. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Administrator for Administration and Re-
sources Management, Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, transmitting a report pursuant 
to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; 
to the Committee on Government Reform. 

7775. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Administrator for Administration and Re-
sources Management, Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, transmitting a report pursuant 
to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; 
to the Committee on Government Reform. 

7776. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Administrator for Administration and Re-
sources Management, Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, transmitting a report pursuant 
to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; 
to the Committee on Government Reform. 

7777. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Administrator for Administration and Re-
sources Management, Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, transmitting a report pursuant 
to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; 
to the Committee on Government Reform. 

7778. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Administrator for Administration and Re-
sources Management, Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, transmitting a report pursuant 
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to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; 
to the Committee on Government Reform. 

7779. A letter from the Chairman, Ten-
nessee Valley Authority, transmitting the 
Authority’s Annual Performance Report for 
FY 2003, in accordance with the require-
ments of the Government Performance and 
Results Act of 1993; to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

7780. A letter from the Administrator, Fed-
eral Aviation Administration, transmitting 
Progress of the aircraft cabin air quality ac-
tivities, pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 40101nt; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

7781. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Occupational Safety and Health Administra-
tion, Department of Labor, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule — Procedures for the 
Handling of Discrimination Complaints 
under Section 6 of the Pipeline Safety Im-
provement Act of 2002 (RIN: 1218-AC12) re-
ceived April 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7782. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — IFR 
Altitudes; Miscellaneous Amendment [Dock-
et No. 30407; Amdt. No. 447] received April 19, 
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

7783. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Modification of Class E Airspace; Benton, 
KS. [Docket No. FAA-2003-16756; Airspace 
Docket No. 03-ACE-94] received April 6, 2004, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

7784. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Man-
ual Requirements in Part 135; Correction 
[Docket No. FAA-2004-17119] received April 
15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

7785. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Anti-
drug and Alcohol Misuse Prevention Pro-
grams for Personnel Engaged in Specified 
Aviation Activities [Docket No. FAA-2002- 
11301; Notice No. 04-05] received April 15, 2004, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

7786. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures; 
Miscellaneous Amendments [Docket No. 
30405; Amdt. No. 3090] received April 15, 2004, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

7787. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures; 
Miscellaneous Amendment [Docket No. 30406; 
Amdt. No. 3091] received April 15, 2004, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

7788. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas 
Model DC-9-14, DC-9-15, and DC-9-15F Air-
planes; Model DC-9-20, -30, -40, and -50 Series 
Airplanes; and Model DC-9-81 (MD-81), DC-9- 
82 (MD-82), DC-9-83 (MD-83), DC-9-87 (MD-87), 
MD-88, and MD-90-30 Airplanes [Docket No. 
FAA-2003-16647; Directorate Docket No. 2002- 
NM-203-AD; Amendment 39-13520; AD 2004-05- 

25] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 15, 2004, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

7789. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Lycoming Engines 
(Formerly Testron Lycoming) AEIO-540, 10- 
540, LTIO-540, O-540, and TIO-540 Series Re-
ciprocating Engines [Docket No. 2002-NE-31- 
AD; Amendment 39-13519; AD 2004-05-24] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received April 15, 2004, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

7790. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; The Lancair Company 
Models LC40-550FG and LC42-550FG Air-
planes [Docket No. 2004-CE-07-AD; Amend-
ment 39-13535; AD 2004-06-09] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7791. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Model A318, 
A319, A320, and A321 Series Airplanes [Dock-
et No. 2004-NM-43-AD; Amendment 39-13546; 
AD 2004-07-02] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 
15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

7792. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Dassault Model 
Mystere-Falcon 50 Series Airplanes [Docket 
No. 2002-NM-232-AD; Amendment 39-13547; AD 
2004-07-03] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received April 15, 
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

7793. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; BAE Systems (Oper-
ations) Limited (Jetstram) Model 4101 Air-
planes [Docket No. 2002-NM-63-AD; Amend-
ment 39-13543; AD 2004-06-17] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received April 15, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

7794. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Dornier Model 328-100 
Series Airplanes [Docket No. 2002-NM-300- 
AD; Amendment 39-13542; AD 2004-06-16] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received April 15, 2004, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

7795. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Con-
struction or Alteration in the Vicinity of the 
Private Residence of the President of the 
United States [Docket No. FAA-2003-14972; 
Special Federal Aviation Regulation No. 98] 
(RIN: 2120-AH83) received February 23, 2004, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

7796. A letter from the Senior Attorney, 
RSPA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — 
Harmoniation with the United Nations Rec-
ommendations, International Maritime Dan-
gerous Goods Code, and International C ivil 
Aviation Organization’s Technical Instruc-
tions [Docket No. RSPA-03-13658(HM-215E)] 
(RIN: 2137-AD41) received April 19, 2004, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

7797. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Maritime Commission, transmitting the 42nd 

Annual Report of the Federal Maritime Com-
mission for fiscal year 2003, pursuant to 46 
U.S.C. app. 1118; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure. 

7798. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Maritime Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Optional Rider for 
Proof of Additional NVOCC Financial Re-
sponsibility [Docket No. 04-02] received April 
13, 1004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

7799. A letter from the Chairman, Surface 
Transportation Board, transmitting the 
Board’s final rule — Regulations Governing 
Fees for Service Performed in Connection 
with Licensing and Related Services-2002 
New Fees — received April 13, 2004, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

7800. A letter from the Chairman, Surface 
Transportation Board, transmitting the 
Board’s final rule — Electronic Filing Option 
for Certain Documents — received April 19, 
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

7801. A letter from the Acting Director, 
NIST, Department of Commerce, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Profes-
sional Research Experience Program 
(PREP); Availability of Funds [Docket No.: 
040318097-4097-01] (RIN: 0693-ZA57) received 
April 7, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Science. 

7802. A letter from the Acting Director, 
NIST, Department of Commerce, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Small 
Grant Programs; Availability of Funds 
[Docket No.:040205042-4042-01] (RIN: 0693- 
ZA54) received March 25, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Science. 

7803. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Procurement, National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration, transmit-
ting the Administration’s final rule — 
Gavernment Property — Instructions for 
Preparing NASA Form 1018 (RIN: 2700-AC73) 
received April 13, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Science. 

7804. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Procurement, National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration, transmit-
ting the Administration’s final rule — NASA 
Grant and Coorperative Agreement Hand-
book — Grant and Cooperative Agreement 
Announcement Numbering (RIN: 2700-AC98) 
received April 13, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Science. 

7805. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Procurement, National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration, transmit-
ting the Administration’s final rule — Per-
formance Period Limitations (RIN: 2700- 
AC94) received April 6, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Science. 

7806. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator, OAR, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting 
the Administration’s final rule — NOAA Cli-
mate and Global Change Program, FY 2005 
Program Announcement [Docket No. 
000616180-4095-08] (RIN: 0648-ZA91) received 
April 6, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Science. 

7807. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Labor, transmitting the first report 
of the President’s National Hire Veterans 
Committee, pursuant to 38 U.S.C. 4100 Note; 
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

7808. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting the 2003 Annual 
Report on United Nations voting practices, 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2414a; jointly to the 
Committees on International Relations and 
Appropriations. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. House 
Concurrent Resolution 388. Resolution au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for 
the National Peace Officers’ Memorial Serv-
ice (Rept. 108–467). Referred to the House Cal-
endar. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. House 
Concurrent Resolution 389. Resolution au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for 
the D.C. Special Olympics Law Enforcement 
Torch Run (Rept. 108–468). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. House 
Concurrent Resolution 376. Resolution au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for 
the Greater Washington Soap Box Derby 
(Rept. 108–469). Referred to the House Cal-
endar. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. ISTOOK: 
H.R. 4193. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow for the expansion 
of areas designated as renewal communities 
based on 2000 census data and to treat cer-
tain census tracts with low populations as 
low-income communities for purposes of the 
new markets tax credit; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. CUBIN: 
H.R. 4194. A bill to reduce temporarily the 

royalty required to be paid for sodium pro-
duced on Federal lands, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mr. 
HOLT, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. ANDREWS, 
Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. ROTHMAN, and Mr. 
PAYNE): 

H.R. 4195. A bill to amend part D of title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to improve 
the coordination of prescription drug cov-
erage provided under retiree plans and State 
pharmaceutical assistance programs with 
the prescription drug benefit provided under 
the Medicare Program, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, and in addition to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. KIRK: 
H.R. 4196. A bill to authorize the convey-

ance of certain environmentally sensitive 
land at former Fort Sheridan, Illinois, for 
the purpose of ensuring the permanent pro-
tection of the lands; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. BONNER: 
H.R. 4197. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on othro nitro aniline; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BONNER: 
H.R. 4198. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Bis (2,2,6,6,-tetramethyl-4-piperidyl) 
sebaceate; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BONNER: 
H.R. 4199. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 2,5-thiophenediybis(5-tert-butyl-1,3- 
benzoxazole); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. HUNTER (for himself and Mr. 
SKELTON) (both by request): 

H.R. 4200. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2005 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for fiscal 
year 2005, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. BONNER: 
H.R. 4201. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Tetrakis ((2,4-di-tert- 
butylphenyl)4,4-biphenylenediphonite); to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BOUCHER (for himself, Mr. 
MORAN of Virginia, and Mr. TOM 
DAVIS of Virginia): 

H.R. 4202. A bill to designate additional 
National Forest System lands in the State of 
Virginia as wilderness, to establish the Seng 
Mountain and Crawfish Valley Scenic Areas, 
to provide for the development of trail plans 
for the wilderness areas and scenic areas, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Resources, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. COBLE: 
H.R. 4203. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on nitrocellulose; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr. 
BERMAN, Mr. NADLER, Mr. WATT, Ms. 
LOFGREN, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, 
Ms. WATERS, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. 
DELAHUNT, Mr. WEXLER, Ms. BALD-
WIN, Mr. WEINER, Mr. SCHIFF, Ms. 
LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California, Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
ALLEN, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. BACA, Mr. 
BAIRD, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. BELL, Ms. 
BERKLEY, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. 
BISHOP of New York, Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, Mrs. BONO, Mr. BOS-
WELL, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, 
Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida, Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. 
CAPUANO, Mr. CARDIN, Ms. CARSON of 
Indiana, Mr. CASE, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, 
Mr. CLAY, Mr. COOPER, Mr. CROWLEY, 
Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. DAVIS of Ala-
bama, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. 
DAVIS of Florida, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali-
fornia, Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms. DEGETTE, 
Ms. DELAURO, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. 
DICKS, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. DOGGETT, 
Mr. DOYLE, Mr. EMANUEL, Mr. ENGEL, 
Ms. ESHOO, Mr. EVANS, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. FARR, Mr. 
FATTAH, Mr. FILNER, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. 
FORD, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, 
Mr. FROST, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. GON-
ZALEZ, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. GUTIERREZ, 
Ms. HARMAN, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. 
HOLT, Mr. HONDA, Mr. HOYER, Mr. 
INSLEE, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. JACKSON of 
Illinois, Mr. JEFFERSON, Ms. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mrs. 
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mrs. JONES 
of Ohio, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KENNEDY of 
Rhode Island, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KIND, 
Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. 
KUCINICH, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. 
LANGEVIN, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. LARSEN 
of Washington, Mr. LARSON of Con-
necticut, Mr. LEACH, Ms. LEE, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. 
LOBIONDO, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. LYNCH, 
Ms. MAJETTE, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New 
York, Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri, Ms. 
MCCOLLUM, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Mr. MCNULTY, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MATHE-
SON, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. MEEK of Flor-
ida, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr. 

MENENDEZ, Mr. MICHAUD, Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. GEORGE 
MILLER of California, Mr. MOLLOHAN, 
Mr. MOORE, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. NEAL of Massa-
chusetts, Ms. NORTON, Mr. OBERSTAR, 
Mr. OLVER, Mr. OWENS, Mr. PALLONE, 
Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. 
PAYNE, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. PRICE of 
North Carolina, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
RODRIGUEZ, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. 
ROTHMAN, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. 
RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. RUSH, Mr. SABO, 
Mr. SANDERS, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ 
of California, Mr. SANDLIN, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
SHAYS, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. SIMMONS, 
Mr. SKELTON, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. 
SMITH of Washington, Mr. SNYDER, 
Ms. SOLIS, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. STARK, 
Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr. STUPAK, Mrs. 
TAUSCHER, Mr. THOMPSON of Cali-
fornia, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, 
Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. UDALL 
of Colorado, Mr. UDALL of New Mex-
ico, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, 
Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. WALSH, Ms. WAT-
SON, Mr. WAXMAN, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. 
WU, and Mr. WYNN): 

H.R. 4204. A bill to provide Federal assist-
ance to States and local jurisdictions to 
prosecute hate crimes, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. COX: 
H.R. 4205. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit for the in-
stallation of hydrogen fueling stations; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CUNNINGHAM (for himself, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. MATSUI, and Mr. LEWIS 
of California): 

H.R. 4206. A bill to provide for various en-
ergy efficiency programs and tax incentives, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, and in addition to 
the Committees on Ways and Means, and Fi-
nancial Services, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Ms. DELAURO (for herself, Mr. 
OBERSTAR, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. SANDERS, 
Mr. EMANUEL, Mr. LYNCH, Mr. LEVIN, 
Ms. LEE, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, 
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. FORD, Ms. WA-
TERS, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. 
RODRIGUEZ, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. CON-
YERS, Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. CARSON of In-
diana, Mr. FROST, Ms. SOLIS, Mr. 
MICHAUD, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. BISHOP of 
New York, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 
HOEFFEL, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. MAR-
SHALL, Mr. OWENS, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. 
VAN HOLLEN, Mr. CROWLEY, and Ms. 
SLAUGHTER): 

H.R. 4207. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase the 
refundability of the child tax credit; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts: 
H.R. 4208. A bill to discourage the abuse of 

stock options by executives of public compa-
nies by preventing unjust enrichment 
through the recapture of profits when share-
holders suffer losses; to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

By Ms. GRANGER: 
H.R. 4209. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit for the 
purchase of idling reduction systems for die-
sel-powered on-highway vehicles; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LOBIONDO (for himself and Mr. 
ALLEN): 

H.R. 4210. A bill to amend the Farm Credit 
Act of 1971 to support the commercial fishing 
industry; to the Committee on Agriculture. 
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By Mr. PALLONE: 

H.R. 4211. A bill to amend the Health Care 
Quality Improvement Act of 1986 to expand 
the National Practitioner Data Bank; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. SCHIFF: 
H.R. 4212. A bill to promote the national 

security of the United States by facilitating 
the removal of potential nuclear weapons 
materials from vulnerable sites around the 
world, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations. 

By Mr. SIMMONS (for himself, Mrs. 
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. SHAYS, 
Ms. DELAURO, and Mr. LARSON of 
Connecticut): 

H.R. 4213. A bill to provide uniform criteria 
for the administrative acknowledgment and 
recognition of Indian tribes, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him-
self and Mr. FERGUSON): 

H.R. 4214. A bill to require a report on acts 
of anti-Semitism around the world; to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

By Ms. VELAZQUEZ (for herself, Mr. 
ACEVEDO-VILA, Mr. GUTIERREZ, and 
Ms. LEE): 

H.R. 4215. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to prohibit discrimina-
tion regarding exposure to hazardous sub-
stances, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
H.R. 4216. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide a refundable 
credit of $500 to public safety volunteers; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WILSON of South Carolina (for 
himself, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, 
Mr. JOHN, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. CASE, 
Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. GREEN of Wis-
consin, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. BAKER, 
Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, 
Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. MCCRERY, and Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska): 

H.R. 4217. A bill to amend title 32, United 
States Code, to rename the National Guard 
Challenge Program as the National Guard 
Youth Challenge Program, to increase the 
maximum Federal share of the costs of State 
programs under the National Youth Guard 
Challenge Program, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Ms. LEE (for herself, Mr. SHAYS, 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mrs. 
JONES of Ohio, Mr. WAXMAN, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. TIERNEY, 
Ms. NORTON, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, 
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. WATSON, Mr. 
MORAN of Virginia, Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. SANDERS, 
Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. PAYNE, Ms. BERK-
LEY, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
Ms. WATERS, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. 
GREENWOOD, Mr. MEEKS of New York, 
Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. HARMAN, Mr. 
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. FROST, 
Mr. CROWLEY, Ms. MCCARTHY of Mis-
souri, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mrs. LOWEY, 
Ms. MCCOLLUM, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. 
VAN HOLLEN, Mr. FARR, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Ms. CARSON of 
Indiana, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. MEEK of 
Florida, Mr. STARK, Mr. WEINER, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mrs. 
DAVIS of California, Ms. LINDA T. 
SANCHEZ of California, and Mr. 
WYNN): 

H. Res. 603. A resolution commending the 
marchers, expressing the belief that each in-
dividual has the right to manage his or her 
own fertility, recognizing that the expres-
sion of sexuality is a lifelong aspect of 
human development, trusting individuals to 
make responsible choices related to having 

children, supporting loving families in all of 
their relationship forms, and celebrating the 
March for Women’s Lives in which individ-
uals make their voices heard through collec-
tive pro-choice power; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SCHIFF (for himself, Mr. BOEH-
LERT, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. 
CULBERSON, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of 
Texas, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. EVANS, Mr. 
CARDOZA, Ms. LEE, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. SHERMAN, 
Mr. SMITH of Michigan, Mr. FARR, 
Mr. HALL, Mr. HOLT, Mrs. TAUSCHER, 
Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. CROW-
LEY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. LOFGREN, 
Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Florida, Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. FILNER, 
Mr. KIND, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Is-
land, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Ms. 
WOOLSEY, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Ms. HART, 
Mr. MCNULTY, and Mr. SERRANO): 

H. Res. 604. A resolution establishing the 
Congressional Science Competition for con-
ducting academic competitions in the 
sciences among high school students in Con-
gressional districts, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. TIERNEY (for himself, Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. BOS-
WELL, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
CASE, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. DOGGETT, 
Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of 
Texas, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, 
Mr. KIND, Ms. LEE, Mrs. MALONEY, 
Mr. MOORE, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New 
York, Mr. PICKERING, Mr. SANDLIN, 
Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, 
Mr. TURNER of Texas, Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. WELDON of 
Pennsylvania, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. 
STARK, and Mr. TERRY): 

H. Res. 605. A resolution recognizing the 
importance of increasing awareness of au-
tism, supporting programs for increased re-
search and improved treatment of autism, 
improving training and support for individ-
uals with autism and those who care for indi-
viduals with autism, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
and in addition to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. WELLER: 
H. Res. 606. A resolution commending Kan-

kakee County, the Kankakee River Basin 
Partnership, the Illinois Department of Nat-
ural Resources (IDNR), The Nature Conser-
vancy (TNC), the Illinois Clean Energy Com-
munity Foundation, and local citizens for 
their work in preserving the Kankakee 
Sands Ecosystem in Kankakee County, Illi-
nois; to the Committee on Resources. 

f 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials 

were presented and referred as follows: 
297. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 

of the Legislature of the State of Wash-
ington, relative to Engrossed Senate Joint 
Memorial No. 8050 memorializing the U.S. 
Congress and the Dept. of Agriculture be 
fully aware of the current expertise that ex-
ists as the Washington Animal Disease Diag-
nostic Laboratory & College of Veterinary 
Medicine at Washington State University 
and the head start this institution has to ful-
fill needs on projects related to TSEs includ-
ing an ability to develop a BSE test for live 
cattle; conduct an itemized list of enhanced 
TSE research projects; or administer a quick 

surveillance BSE testing program for the 
state or the to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

298. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho, relative to Senate Joint 
Memorial No. 105 memorializing the United 
States Congress to give strong consideration 
to both increasing the current mission and 
adding additional missions to Mountain 
Home Air Force Base; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

299. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Washington, relative to En-
grossed Senate Joint Memorial No. 8039 me-
morializing the President of the United 
States, the Congress, and the Department of 
Defense to recognize the strategic impor-
tance of Washington State’s military bases 
to our nation’s security and not make them 
victims of this round of the Base Realign-
ment and Closure process; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

300. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho, relative to Senate Joint 
Memorial No. 106 notifying the United States 
Congress that the Idaho Legislature is com-
mitted to maintaining the states as sole reg-
ulators of the business of insurance, and con-
tinue to support state efforts to streamline, 
simplify and modernize insurance regula-
tion; to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices. 

301. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho, relative to House Joint 
Resolution No. 20 notifying the United 
States Congress of the Idaho Legislature’s 
committment to maintaining the role of the 
states in enforcement of consumer protec-
tion laws and in dual regulation of financial 
institutions, and it opposes any federal rule 
that undermines this state authority, includ-
ing the OCC’s rules preempting state con-
sumer protection laws and enforcement that 
apply to national banks, their operating sub-
sidiaries and agents; to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

302. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho, relative to Senate Joint 
Memorial No. 108 memorializing the United 
States Congress to support amendments to 
the No Child Left Behind Act that will allow 
determinations of ‘‘adequate yearly 
progress’’ to be made on the basis of indi-
vidual student growth from year to year; 
target options for choice & supplemental 
services to specific subgroups that fail to 
make adequate yearly progress ; provide 
flexibility & more reasonable rules for 
English Language Learners; & permit states 
to identify those schools that fail to meet 
adequate yearly progress for two consecutive 
years in the same subject to the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce. 

303. Also, a memorial of the House of Dele-
gates of the State of West Virginia, relative 
to House Resolution No. 6 memorializing the 
President and Congress of the United States 
to amend the No Child Left Behind Act to in-
clude a mechanism for a waiver from its pro-
visions for school accountability that shall 
automatically be granted to states such as 
West Virginia that have successfully in-
creased student achievement through their 
own standards and accountability reforms; 
to the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

304. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho, relative to House Joint 
Resolution No. 17 memorializing the United 
States Congress to amend Section 
1917(b)(1)(C) of the Social Security Act (49 
Stat. 620, 42 U.S.C. 1396p(b)(1)(C)) by deleting 
May 14, 1993 as the deadline for approval by 
states of long-term care partnership plans; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

305. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Maine, relative to H.P. 1442 
Joint Resolution memorializing the Presi-
dent, Congress, and the Postal Service of the 
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United States to maintain current levels of 
service; to the Committee on Government 
Reform. 

306. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho, relative to House Joint 
Resolution No. 27 memorializing the United 
States Government to conduct salmon sur-
vival evaluations in the 2004 spill year, the 
goal of which should be to determine if it is 
possible to achieve the same or greater lev-
els of survival and biological benefit to mi-
grating fish as is currently achieved while 
reducing the amount of water spilled, thus 
decreasing the adverse impacts on the re-
gion’s power supply; to the Committee on 
Resources. 

307. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania, relative to House Resolution No. 
579 memorializing the President of the 
United States and the Pennsylvania Congres-
sional Delegation to do all in their power to 
encourage the United States Department of 
Justice to review its September 11, 2002, re-
fusal to classify Christopher Kangas as a 
‘‘public safety officer’’ under the Public 
Safety Benefits Act of 1976; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

308. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho, relative to Senate Joint 
Memorial No. 109 commending the United 
States Congress for its efforts to date to in-
crease transit funding for Idaho and to apply 
a higher federal match to transit projects 
due to the presence of significant federal 
lands in a state; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure. 

309. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho, relative to House Joint 
Resolution No. 15 supporting the passage of 
H.R. 871, to amend the national Highway 
System Designation Act of 1995; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

310. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho, relative to House Joint 
Resolution No. 22 memorializing the Presi-
dent of the United States and the Congress 
to support and expand the Idaho National 
Laboratory; to the Committee on Science. 

311. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Washington, relative to Senate 
Joint Memorial No. 8040 memorializing the 
President of the United States to insure the 
U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs health 
care system in Washington State will be ade-
quate to serve the current and future de-
mands of the state’s veterans; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

312. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho, relative to House Joint 
Resolution No. 18 memorializing the United 
States Congress, that in negotiating any na-
tional trade agreements, to recognize the 
economic impact of such trade agreements 
on the states and consider those impacts to 
maintain viable economic health of agricul-
tural industries as well as all industries, 
with an emphasis on fair trade, rather than 
free trade; as well as to renogiate the provi-
sions of CAFTA to limit sugar exports from 
the Central American countries to fairly pro-
tect sugarbeet and cane growers in the 
United States; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

313. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Washington, relative to House 
Joint Memorial No. 4031 memorializing the 
President and the Congress of the United 
States to extend and make retroactive the 
federal temporary unemployment compensa-
tion program; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

314. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho, relative to House Joint 
Resolution No. 21 supporting the concurrent 
receipt of military retirement pay and dis-
ability compensation; jointly to the Com-

mittees on Armed Services and Veterans’ Af-
fairs. 

315. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho, relative to Senate Joint 
Memorial No. 110 memorializing the congres-
sional delegation representing the state of 
Idaho to work toward enactment of the 
Clearwater Basin Project Act; jointly to the 
Committees on Resources and Agriculture. 

316. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho, relative to Senate Joint 
Memorial No. 107 memorializing the United 
States Congress to preserve access to, and 
the historic use of, backcountry airstrips by 
introducing into Congress legislation which 
will preserve backcountry landing strips on 
currently-owned federal lands and any future 
federal acquisition of lands; jointly to the 
Committees on Resources, Agriculture, and 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 97: Mr. PALLONE, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. 
PAYNE, and Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire. 

H.R. 121: Mr. VAN HOLLEN. 
H.R. 300: Mr. KLINE, Mr. BURNS, and Mr. 

KINGSTON. 
H.R. 333: Mr. RANGEL. 
H.R. 348: Mr. REYES and Mr. HOEFFEL. 
H.R. 391: Mr. FOLEY. 
H.R. 476: Mr. CASE, Mr. PASCRELL, and Mr. 

SCOTT of Georgia. 
H.R. 548: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 584: Mr. PAYNE. 
H.R. 623: Mr. LANGEVIN. 
H.R. 648: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. 
H.R. 676: Ms. BALDWIN and Mr. SANDERS. 
H.R. 713: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. 

BRADLEY of New Hampshire, and Mr. PASTOR. 
H.R. 716: Mr. KIRK. 
H.R. 775: Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma and Mr. 

KLINE. 
H.R. 806: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY and Mr. LIPIN-

SKI. 
H.R. 832: Mr. ALLEN. 
H.R. 852: Mr. KUCINICH. 
H.R. 857: Ms. DEGETTE. 
H.R. 918: Mr. TERRY, Mr. FERGUSON, and 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. 
H.R. 962: Mr. WYNN. 
H.R. 1043: Mr. KIND and Mr. BOEHLERT. 
H.R. 1083: Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr. JENKINS, 

and Mr. SPRATT. 
H.R. 1084: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 1105: Mr. GEPHARDT. 
H.R. 1117: Mr. HALL. 
H.R. 1136: Mr. LEVIN. 
H.R. 1173: Mr. WALSH. 
H.R. 1225: Mr. REYES. 
H.R. 1231: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. 
H.R. 1306: Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 
H.R. 1345: Mr. DEUTSCH and Ms. CARSON of 

Indiana. 
H.R. 1359: Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 
H.R. 1480: Mr. HONDA. 
H.R. 1501: Ms. PELOSI, Mr. TOWNS, Mrs. 

MALONEY, Mr. BACA, Mr. DOOLEY of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr. ORTIZ, 
Mr. PALLONE, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. GORDON, Ms. 
WATSON, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California, 
Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California, Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE, and Mr. RODRIGUEZ. 

H.R. 1552: Mr. VITTER. 
H.R. 1639: Mrs. JONES of Ohio. 
H.R. 1700: Mr. MICHAUD. 
H.R. 1734: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. 

FILNER, and Mr. CASTLE. 
H.R. 1735: Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. MICHAUD, Ms. 

LOFGREN, and Ms. SOLIS. 
H.R. 1736: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 
H.R. 1749: Mr. BOEHLERT. 
H.R. 1755: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. 

H.R. 1762: Mr. KLECZKA. 
H.R. 1769: Mr. BISHOP of New York. 
H.R. 1871: Mr. HOEFFEL. 
H.R. 1873: Mr. MORAN of Virgina. 
H.R. 1919: Mr. SAXTON and Mr. DEFAZIO. 
H.R. 2011: Mr. HOYER. 
H.R. 2157: Mr. HOBSON and Mr. SANDERS. 
H.R. 2181: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 2201: Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. 
H.R. 2217: Mrs. DAVIS of California. 
H.R. 2227: Mr. HINOJOSA. 
H.R. 2265: Mr. HERGER. 
H.R. 2394: Mr. HILL and Mr. CHANDLER. 
H.R. 2494: Mr. LEACH. 
H.R. 2525: Mr. DOOLEY of California, Mr. 

HINJOSA, and Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 
H.R. 2527: Mr. PASCRELL. 
H.R. 2536: Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 2621: Mr. MCDERMOTT. 
H.R. 2699: Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. 

GUTKNECHT, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. WYNN, Mr. 
ROSS, and Mr. EMANUEL. 

H.R. 2711: Mr. OTTER. 
H.R. 2735: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY and Mrs. 

NORTHUP. 
H.R. 2828: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-

ida. 
H.R. 2941: Mr. BACA. 
H.R. 2952: Mr. MOORE. 
H.R. 2959: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 

BOYD, and Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. 
H.R. 3004: Mr. HOLT. 
H.R. 3111: Mr. MARSHALL, Mr. SHAW, Mr. 

DAVIS of Illinois, and Mr. KING of New York. 
H.R. 3127: Mr. FILNER and Mr. MORAN of 

Virginia. 
H.R. 3194: Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. RUSH, Mr. 

PALLONE, Mr. FROST, and Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey. 

H.R. 3204: Mr. PITTS. 
H.R. 3220: Mr. CROWLEY and Mr. DAVIS of 

Alabama. 
H.R. 3242: Mr. COLLINS. 
H.R. 3307: Mr. OSBORNE. 
H.R. 3308: Mr. SIMPSON and Mr. OTTER. 
H.R. 3309: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. 

RANGEL, and Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 3355: Mr. DEUTSCH. 
H.R. 3359: Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 
H.R. 3378: Mr. OWENS, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. 

WEINER, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. GALLEGLY, and Mr. HONDA. 

H.R. 3422: Ms. WATSON. 
H.R. 3446: Ms. LOFGREN, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. 

SHAW, Mr. MEEHAN, and Mr. NADLER. 
H.R. 3450: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. GORDON, 

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, Mr. HINOJOSA, and 
Mr. LANGEVIN. 

H.R. 3563: Mr. BURNS. 
H.R. 3567: Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. 

THOMSPON of Mississippi, Mr. PALLONE, and 
Mr. DEUTSCH. 

H.R. 3574: Mr. LANTOS and Mr. JONES of 
North Carolina. 

H.R. 3593: Mr. GRIJALVA and Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 3696: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-

fornia. 
H.R. 3716: Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. CRAMER, 

and Mr. MARSHALL. 
H.R. 3719: Mr. PAYNE and Mr. FARR. 
H.R. 3729: Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. HONDA, and 

Mr. CASE. 
H.R. 3731: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 
H.R. 3737: Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 3751: Mr. VAN HOLLEN. 
H.R. 3779: Ms. LEE and Mr. MCCOTTER. 
H.R. 3800: Mr. COLLINS, Mr. BALLENGER, Ms. 

DUNN, and Mr. NUNES. 
H.R. 3801: Mr. ROGERS of Alabama, Mr. TOM 

DAVIS of Virginia, and Mr. MILLER of Flor-
ida. 

H.R. 3802: Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. MOORE, Mr. 
INSLEE, Mr. PASCRELL, and Mr. MORAN of 
Virginia. 

H.R. 3858: Mr. BAKER, Mrs. WILSON of New 
Mexico, Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire, Mr. 
WELDON of Florida, Mr. STENHOLM, and Mr. 
DICKS. 
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H.R. 3889: Mr. WICKER and Mr. GREEN of 

Wisconsin. 
H.R. 3903: Mr. QUINN and Mr. SNYDER. 
H.R. 3916: Mr. LEACH. 
H.R. 3950: Mr. ENGLISH. 
H.R. 3968: Mr. DOGGETT and Mr. WAXMAN. 
H.R. 3980: Mr. HALL, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, 

Mr. CARTER, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, 
Mr. CULBERSON, Mrs. CAPITO, and Mr. LUCAS 
of Oklahoma. 

H.R. 3987: Mr. GRIJALVA and Ms. JACKSON- 
LEE of Texas. 

H.R. 3988: Mr. TOWNS, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms. NOR-
TON, Mr. RUSH, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. HASTINGS 
of Florida, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. SANDERS, and 
Mr. FROST. 

H.R. 4016: Mr. CONYERS and Mr. TERRY. 
H.R. 4026: Mr. SIMMONS and Mr. WHITFIELD. 
H.R. 4057: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 4061: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Ms. 

HARRIS, Mr. HONDA, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, 
Mr. GREENWOOD, and Mr. HOEFFEL. 

H.R. 4063: Mr. CUMMINGS. 
H.R. 4065: Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico, Mr. 

MILLER of Florida, Mr. GINGREY, Mr. 
ENGLISH, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
MCCOTTER, and Ms. HART. 

H.R. 4067: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. LEE, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mr. CASE, Mr. HONDA, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, and Mr. CASTLE. 

H.R. 4108: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. FERGUSON, 
Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. ANDREWS, Mrs. MALONEY, 
Mr. EMANUEL, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. FORD, Ms. 
MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 
TIBERI, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. ACKERMAN, and Mr. 
GERLACH. 

H.R. 4126: Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire, 
Mr. GOODE, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. 
NETHERCUTT, Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. MANZULLO, 
Mr. MILLER of Florida, and Mr. GARRETT of 
New Jersey. 

H.R. 4131: Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. 
H.R. 4142: Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey and 

Mrs. MUSGRAVE. 
H.R. 4143: Mr. SHAYS. 
H.R. 4147: Mr. FROST, Mr. GRIJALVA, and 

Mr. KUCINICH. 
H.R. 4150: Mr. KING of New York. 
H.R. 4169: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 

OWENS, and Mr. MICHAUD. 
H.R. 4181: Mr. WAMP, Mr. ROGERS of Michi-

gan, Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr. BURNS, Mr. 
BOEHNER, and Mr. BROWN of South Carolina. 

H.R. 4182: Mr. DOOLEY of California, Mr. 
PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
and Mr. ACEVEDO-VILA. 

H.R. 4185: Mr. SOUDER and Ms. HARRIS. 
H.R. 4192: Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. FARR, Mr. 

LEVIN, Mr. SABO, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. MEEKS 
of New York, Mr. RUSH, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. 

GREEN of Texas, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. BELL, and 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 

H.J. Res. 72: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. POM-
EROY, Mr. FARR, Mr. DEFAZIO, and Mr. 
PASCRELL. 

H.J. Res. 91: Mr. FILNER. 
H. Con. Res. 98: Mr. CULBERSON. 
H. Con. Res. 218: Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida. 
H. Con. Res. 224: Mr. DUNCAN. 
H. Con. Res. 242: Mr. VAN HOLLEN. 
H. Con. Res. 261: Ms. LEE, Ms. DELAURO, 

Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. PAYNE, Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE of Texas, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. REYES, Mr. OWENS, Mr. 
KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, 
Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. CORRINE 
BROWN of Florida, Mr. ROSS, and Mr. ROTH-
MAN. 

H. Con. Res. 298: Mr. BAKER and Mr. BROWN 
of South Carolina. 

H. Con. Res. 330: Mr. SIMMONS, Mr. 
DEUTSCH, and Mr. HINOJOSA. 

H. Con. Res. 332: Mr. CRAMER and Mr. SKEL-
TON. 

H. Con. Res. 366: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. 
ISRAEL, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. OLVER, Mr. 
MICHAUD, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. SMITH 
of Washington, Mr. WATT, Mr. TAYLOR of 
Mississippi, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. DAVIS of Ala-
bama, Mr. INSLEE, and Mr. BALLANCE. 

H. Con. Res. 371: Mr. CRAMER. 
H. Con. Res. 375: Mr. HONDA, Mr. CUMMINGS, 

Mr. LAHOOD, and Mr. LANGEVIN. 
H. Con. Res. 378: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mrs. 

LOWEY, Mr. MICHAUD, and Mr. DEUTSCH. 
H. Con. Res. 390: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. 

PALLONE, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. CRAMER, and Mr. 
DEUTSCH. 

H. Con. Res. 391: Mr. WEXLER and Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Rhode Island. 

H. Con. Res. 392: Ms. NORTON and Mr. FIL-
NER. 

H. Con. Res. 396: Ms. ESHOO and Ms. 
SLAUGHTER. 

H. Con. Res. 406: Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania. 

H. Res. 313: Mr. CASE and Mr. PASCRELL. 
H. Res. 516: Mr. DOYLE. 
H. Res. 550: Mr. JENKINS and Mr. ALLEN. 
H. Res. 575: Mr. WAMP. 
H. Res. 577: Mr. BLUNT, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. 

BLUMENAUER, Mr. BERMAN, and Mr. 
GALLEGLY. 

H. Res. 596: Ms. DELAURO, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. 
MURTHA, Ms. HARRIS, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. 
FROST, and Mr. NEY. 

H. Res. 598: Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. BURR, Mr. 
CASE, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali-
fornia, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. 

HOLT, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. 
MCKEON, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. MILLER of Flor-
ida, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. RYUN of 
Kansas, Mr. SIMMONS, Mrs. TAUSCHER, and 
Mr. TERRY. 

f 

DISCHARGE PETITIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XV, the fol-
lowing discharge petition was filed: 

Petition 7. April 21, 2004, by Mr. BAIRD on 
House Resolution 572, was signed by the fol-
lowing Members: Brian Baird, Lloyd 
Doggett, Max Sandlin, John W. Olver, Jim 
McDermott, Janice D. Schakowsky, Shelley 
Berkley, Luis V. Gutierrez, George Miller, 
Peter A. DeFazio, Sherrod Brown, Joseph M. 
Hoeffel, Bob Filner, Marcy Kaptur, C. A. 
Dutch Ruppersberger, Michael M. Honda, 
Jim Cooper, Adam B. Schiff, Jesse L. Jack-
son, Jr., Stephanie Tubbs Jones, Stephen F. 
Lynch, Dale E. Kildee, Ciro D. Rodriguez, 
Solomon P. Ortiz, Grace F. Napolitano, Wm. 
Lacy Clay, Michael H. Michaud, Nydia M. 
Velazquez, Joe Baca, Hilda L. Solis, Bob 
Etheridge, Artur Davis, David Scott, Mike 
Ross, Charles A. Gonzalez, Karen McCarthy, 
Julia Carson, Jane Harman, Diane E. Wat-
son, Maurice D. Hinchey, Rick Larsen, Lin-
coln Davis, Frank W. Ballance, Jr., Carolyn 
McCarthy, Nita M. Lowey, Charles B. Ran-
gel, Betty McCollum, Dennis A. Cardoza, 
Sam Farr, Sanford D. Bishop, Jr., John 
Lewis, Brad Sherman. James R. Langevin, 
Susan A. Davis, Timothy H. Bishop, Lynn C. 
Woolsey, James L. Oberstar, Diana DeGette, 
Louise McIntosh Slaughter, Xavier Becerra, 
Chris Van Hollen, Albert Russell Wynn, Don-
ald M. Payne, Linda T. Sanchez, Ron Kind, 
Danny K. Davis, Bart Stupak, Mark Udall, 
Martin Frost, Robert A. Brady, Eddie Ber-
nice Johnson, Brad Miller, Tom Udall, 
Corrine Brown, Dennis Moore, Earl Pomeroy, 
Lane Evans, Bart Gordon, and Tim Ryan. 

f 

DISCHARGE PETITIONS— 
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS 

The following Members added their 
names to the following discharge peti-
tions: 

Petition 6, by Mr. TURNER of Texas on 
House Resolution 523: Barney Frank, Darlene 
Hooley, Dennis Moore, Michael R. McNulty, 
Norman D. Dicks, Dale E. Kildee, Peter A. 
DeFazio, Michael E. Capuano, and Bob Fil-
ner. 
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